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l. INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiffs are individual registered voters ancbalition of organizationthat seek—on behalf
of themselves and their members—declaratonyiajunctive relief to enforce the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitutiod #re Voting Rights Acof 1965. Plaintiffs
challenge the redistricting plans adopted byTbgas Legislature for the State House, State
Senate, Congress and State Board of Education (“SBOE”).

2. The 2020 Census reported that Texas’s imn increased by 3,999,944 since 2010. As a
result, Texas is the only one of the fifty statebave been apportionédo additional seats in
the U.S. House of Representatives.

3. Texas also experienced dramatiternal demographic changes. From 2010 to 2020, Latinos
constituted 50% of the populatiamcrease in Texas, and racminorities constituted 95% of
the population increase in Tex@scluding persons who identify as being of more than one
race).

4. According to the U.S. Census, from 2010 to@QaRe Hispanic populath in Texas increased
by 1.98 million, and the White Alone Non-Hispaiffénglo”) population in Texas increased
by 187,252. The ratio of Latino to Anglo poputatigrowth over the decade is greater than
ten to one.

5. Based on recent demographic trends, the Texae Btata Center estimates that the Latino
population of Texas will match the Anglo population in 2021.

6. On October 15, 2021 and October 16, 2021, the B&xlas Legislaturemproved redistricting

plans for the Texas House, Senate and SBOBn October 18, 2021, the 87th Texas

1 The redistricting plans enacted by the Tekagislature are knowas H2316, S2168, E2106 and
C2193, and are available on the websitd the Texas Legisktive Council at
https://dvr.capitol.texas.gav/
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Legislature approved adsstricting plan for Texas congm@enal districts. On October 25,
2021, Defendant Abbott signed thelistricting plans for Texadouse, Senate, Congress and
SBOE.
7. On April 27, 2023, the Texas House of Repredema approved a bill ratifying, without
any changes, the 2021 redistricting plantfe Texas House (Plan H2316). On May
19, 2023, the Texas Senate approved adtiflying, without any changes, the 2021
redistricting plan for the Texas Senate (P&2168). Governor Abbott signed the House
ratification of the House plan on June 12, 2GR8;Senate ratification of the Senate plan
became law without the Governor’s signature on June 18, 2023.
8. All four statewide reditricting plans discriminate—purposé#yuand in effect—against Latino
voters in violation of the federal Voting Righ&ct and the U.S. Constitution. Specifically:
a. In the redistricting plan for the Texas House (Plan H2316):
i. Defendants failed to create additionadtino citizen voting age majority
districts in:
1. Northwest Harris County, incliny portions of enacted HD126,
HD138, HD139, HD140, HD145, and HD148 in Plan H2316--and
encompassing the geographic aiealuding the neighborhoods of
Northside / Northline, HiddeValley and North Houston.
2. Southeast Harris County, includipgrtions of enacted HD129, HD131,
HD144, HD145, and HD147 in Plan H2316—and encompassing the

geographic area including the neighborhoods of Gulfton, Gulfgate

2“HD” refers to a Texas House district, “SD” refaécsa Texas Senate dist, “CD” refers to a
congressional district arf@ED” refers to a State Bard of Education district.
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Riverview / Pine Valley, Golfcrest / Bellfort / Reveille and Greater
Hobby; and
3. Central Texas, including pootis of enacted HD17, HD44, HD45,
HDA48, and HD51 in Plan H2316—andoempassing a geographic area
including portions of Caldwell, Gadalupe, Hays and Travis counties;
ii. Defendants purposefully manipulatedstdict boundaries to weaken Latino
voting strength, such that tiaos do not have an edugportunity toelect their
preferred candidates, in: HD37 and HD118; and
lii. Defendants systematically and delikiela malapportioned districts in West
Texas to favor the interests of communities and voters in the Panhandle and
original Tom Green County at the expems communities and voters in El Paso
and the Upper Rio Grande area of Westakg and to favor Anglo voters at the
expense of Latino voters—in vation of the U.S. Constitution.
b. In the redistricting plan for Texas Senate (Plan S2168):
i. Defendants failed to create additionatino citizen voting age majority
districts in:
1. the geographic area of Dallas andraat counties, including portions
of enacted SD9, SD10, SD12, SD16,22Dand SD 23 in Plan S2168;
2. South/Central Texas, including pioris of enacted SD5, SD14, SD19,
SD21, SD25, and SD26 in Plan S2168—encompassing a geographic
area including portions of Bastrop, &, Comal, Caldwell, Guadalupe,
Hays and Travis counties; and

ii. Defendants manipulated district bounéarin SD27 to weaken Latino voting
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strength, such that Latbs do not have an equapportunity to elect their
preferred candidates, in SD27.
c. Inthe redistricting plan for Texas SBOE (Plan E2106):

i. Defendants failed to create an additional Latino citizen voting age majority
district in Harris County, includingortions of enacted ED4, ED6, ED7, and
EDS8 in Plan E2106.

d. In the redistricting plafor Congress (Plan C2193):

i. Defendants failed to create Latino citizesting age majority districts in:

1. the geographic area of Dallas andréat counties, including portions
of enacted CD6, CD12, CD24, CD3DD32, and CD33 in Plan C2193;

2. Harris County, including portionsf enacted CD7, CD8, CD18, CD29,
and CD38 in Plan C2193; and

3. South/Central Texas, including ions of enacted CD10, CD15,
CD17, CD27, CD35, and CD37 iRlan C2193—encompassing a
geographic area including portions dfueces, San Patricio, Bee,
Goliad, Karnes, Gonzales, Caldwell, Bastrop, Travis and Williamson
counties.

ii. Defendants purposefully manipulatedstdict boundaries to weaken Latino
voting strength, such that tiaos do not have an edupportunity toelect their
preferred candidates, in CD15.

iii. Despite the fact that Texas was apiomed two new congressional seats in
large part because of Latino popidat growth over the past decade,

Defendants created two new Anglo-miéy congressional districts -- one
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Republican and the other Democrat.

9. Plaintiffs seek a declaratory judgment that tkdistricting plans fothe Texas House (Plan
H2316), Senate (Plan S2168), SBOE (Plan E2aD@) Congress (C2198jolate their civil
rights because the plans unlawfully dilute the vositigngth of Latinos. Plaintiffs also seek a
declaratory judgment that the Texas Hous#istacting plan (H2316)s unconstitutionally
malapportioned. Plaintiffs further seek a @eatory judgment that éhredistricting plans
H2316, S2168, E2106 and C2193 intentionally diserate against them on the basis of race
and national origin. Plaintiffs seek a pament injunction prohibiting the calling, holding,
supervising, or certifying ofany future Texas House, i&de, Congressional and SBOE
elections under the redistricting plans. Plémtfurther seek the creation of Texas House,
Senate, Congressional and SBOd#isticting plans that will natancel out, minimize or dilute
the voting strength of Latino votens Texas. Plaintiffs seekn order subjecting Texas to the
preclearance requirement adfcsion 5 of the Voting Rightact under 52 U.S.C. § 10302(c)
(section 3(c) of the Voting Rights Act), andaPitiffs seek costs and attorney’s fees.

Il. JURISDICTION

10. Jurisdiction is based upon 28 U.S.C. § 1343(®}), 28 U.S.C. § 1331 & 1343, and 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 for causes of action arising from 52 8. 10301. Jurisdiction for Plaintiffs’ claim
for declaratory relief is based upon 28 U.$€.2201 and 2202. Jurisdiction for Plaintiffs’
claims under the Fourteenth Amendment ® thS. Constitution is based upon 42 U.S.C. §
1983 and 28 U.S.C. § 1331. Jurisdiction for RIHg} claim for costs and attorney’s fees is
based upon 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and 52 U.S.C. § 1831&enue is proper in this Court under

28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).
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11.

12.

lll.  PLAINTIFFS
The plaintiff organizations ithis case are members of thexde Latino Redistricting Task
Force, an unincorporated association ofvidlials and organizations committed to securing
fair redistricting plans for Texas. The Texagino Redistricting Taskorce is chaired by one
of its members and holds meetings at which member organizations of the Task Force
collectively decide how the Task Force will proceed to protect its members’ interests.

a. LULAC Organizational Standing

Plaintiff LEAGUE OF UNITEDLATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS (“LULAC”) is the largest
and oldest civil rights volunteddased membership organization that empowers Hispanic
Americans and builds strong Latino commuesti LULAC has a national office in
Washington, D.C. and a membershifice in El Paso, Texasnd it is organized under Texas
law. LULAC’s mission is to advance the ecamo condition, educational attainment, political
influence, housing, health amivil rights of Hispanic Amdacans through community-based
programs. LULAC’s mission includes achievifdl and effective political participation by
Latinos. Promoting civic parijgation of Latinos, including wer registration and voting, and
ensuring that Latinos cast effective votesgritical to fulfilling LULAC’s mission because
political participation by Latinos secures LAIC’s public policy goals. To promote civic
participation in the communities it servaglao expand Latino political influence, LULAC’s
members, volunteers and pai@fbtregister eligible Latinovoters; host voter registration
drives; host voter education forums; papate in issue-focused advocacy, including
advocating for single member districting sysseamd fair redistrictig plans; conduct census
outreach; and conduct voter registration, @dion, and non-partisan get-out-the-vote

campaigns (“GOTV”).
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13.Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will forc& AQ to divert signifcant resources from
its GOTV, voter registrationral community education activities, which are central to its
mission, in order to counteractetmegative effects of the claiged redistricting plans.
LULAC has conducted in the past, and will conduct in the future, GOTV activities aimed at
increasing the turnout of Latinegistered voters with low tmout. Because of the reduced
number of districts in the me redistricting plans in whichLatino voters have an equal
opportunity to elect their preferred candidatasy the reduced influence of Latino voters in
the challenged districts argflatewide, many Latinos will beiscouraged from voting, and
fewer Latinos will register andirn out to vote in future eléons. As a result, LULAC must
now expend new and significantly more resourttesegister and turn out Latino voters,
particularly those who live in the challengédgtricts and areas, aneho are discouraged by
the absence of an equal opportunity to elesir ttandidate of choicéo do so, LULAC must
divert time and funding away from its communégtucation activities that further its mission
and instead engage in efforts to comeéiLatinos to participate, despite the
discrimination in the challengea@districting plans, in elections in which they lack an equal
opportunity to elect their candiaof choice—whichis not a regular diwvity of LULAC.
Additionally, to counteract the loss of and failure to create opportunity for Latino voters both
in the challenged districts and statewide, LWL Aust spend significantiyjmore resources in
an attempt to educate Latino voters abthé discrimination and increase Latino voter
registration and turnout to overcome the unfawaandage afforded torglos in the challenged
redistricting plans. Because of the tiibm of the Latino vote, Plans H2316, S2168, C2193
and E2106 thwart LULAC’s mission to expand Ipatipolitical influence.Thus, LULAC has

organizational standing to challentie new redistricting plans.

10
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b. LULAC Associational Standing

14.LULAC has more than 1,000 LULAC councilstimmwide. LULAC’s members pay dues and
include Texas Latino registerasbters who are injured bRefendants’ dilution of Latino
voting strength, as those membegside, have voted, and intendvite in the future in areas
where Defendants could have created additibasiho citizen voting age majority districts
but failed to do so, or weakened districttigh manipulation of their composition to reduce
Latino opportunity to elect their candidates obicde. LULAC members also elect leadership
and serve as the organizatisrieadership. LULAC membegsarticipate in and guide the
organization’s efforts, both at the local coureitel, where members regularly meet, and at
the organization-wide levelaeh year at the LULAC namal convention, when members
serving as national delegates convene tecudis issues, set policies, and elect the
organization’s national leadership. Thus,UAC has associational standing to challenge
those districts.

15.0ne example of the harm to LULAS membership is LULAC Member ALULAC Member
A is a Latino registered votand plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, LULAC Member A lives in CD27 which b&9.2% HCVAP and does not provide Latino
voters an equal opportunitg elect their candidate of cleel. LULAC Member A lives in an
area where two or more balanced HCVAP majdatisgricts can and shoulzk created that will
provide Latino voters an equal opportunity eékect their preferre¢andidate. One such
example of a Latino opportunity district IJJLAC Demonstrative District CD27, where
LULAC Member A also lives. Because LULA@ember A does not live in a Latino majority

district that offers an equal opportunity ébect the Latino preferred candidate, LULAC

3 The names of the members of plaintiff organizations are in Exhibit A which LULAC Plaintiffs have lodged with
the Court under seal at the same time they file this complaint.

11
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Member A's vote is diluted. LULAC Member i further injured by the changes in the
challenged redistricting plahat bear more heavilyn Latino voters than Anglos.

16.Another example of the harm to LULACsembership is LULAC Member B. LULAC
Member B is a Latino registered voter and plan vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, LULAC Member B lives @D27 which has 49.2%CVAP and does not
provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to etaeir candidate of choice. LULAC Member
B lives in an area where two or more balanEgZVAP majority distrcts can and should be
created that will provide Latino voters an eqoportunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
One such example of a Latimpportunity district is LULACDemonstrative District CD27,
where LULAC Member B also lives. BecauddLAC Member B does not live in a Latino
majority district that offers an equal opponity to elect the Latino preferred candidate,
LULAC Member B's vote is dilutt LULAC Member B is futter injured by te changes in
the challenged redistricting plan that beare heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

17.Another example of the harm to LULACsembership is LULAC Member C. LULAC
Member C is a Latino registered voter and plém vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, LULAC Member C lives @D27 which has 49.2%CVAP and does not
provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to etheir candidate of choice. LULAC Member
C lives in an area where two or more balaneé€/AP majority distrcts can and should be
created that will provide Latino voters an eqojportunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
One such example of a Latimpportunity district is LULACDemonstrative District CD27,
where LULAC Member C also lives. BecauddLAC Member C does not live in a Latino
majority district that offers an equal oppority to elect the Latino preferred candidate,

LULAC Member C's vote is dilute LULAC Member C is futter injured by te changes in

12
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the challenged redistricting plan that beare heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

18. Another example of the harm to LULAC'Bembership is LULAC Member D. LULAC
Member D is a Latino registerasbter and plans to vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plans, LULAC Member D livestitD147 and ED4, which have a 26.8% HCVAP,
and 39.9% HCVAP respectively @are not Latino opportunity stricts. LULAC Member D
lives in an area where HCVAP majority districisn and should be cited that will provide
Latino voters an equal opportunity elect their prefrred candidate. Exaies of such Latino
opportunity districts include LULAC Demotnative Districts HD129 and EDG6, where
LULAC Member D also lives. Because LUCAMember D lives in districts where Latino
voters are fractured, instead of Latino majoritstadcts that offer an el opportunity to elect
the Latino preferred candidate, LULAC Memt#s vote is diluted. LULAC Member D is
further injured by the changestime challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on
Latino voters than Anglos.

19. Another example of the harm to LULAG'sembership is LULAC Member E. LULAC
Member E is a Latino registered voter and plans to vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, LULAC Member E lives in EBhich has 39.9% HCVAP and is not a Latino
opportunity district. LULAC Memér E lives in an area wheesy HCVAP majority district
can and should be created that will providéin@voters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. One such exampleaofLatino opportunitydistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District ED6, vére LULAC Member E also livee Because LULAC Member
E lives in a district where Latineoters are fractured, stead of a Latino majority district that
offers an equal opportunity to elect the batpreferred candidate, LULAC Member E's vote

is diluted. LULAC Member E is further injurday the changes in the challenged redistricting
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plan that bear more heavibn Latino voters than Anglos.

20.Another example of the harm to LULACRembership is LULAC Member F. LULAC
Member F is a Latino registered voter and plamsote again in future elections. In the
challenged plans, LULAC Member F lives BED4 which has a 39.9%CVAP and is not a
Latino opportunity district. Member F also dw in CD29, one of seral Latino majority
districts in the area that cam more Latino voter population tharcessary telect the Latino
candidate of choice. LULAC Member F livesan area where HCVAP majority districts can
and should be created that will provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. For example, although tigno population in Harri€ounty is sufficient
to create a new Latino HCVAP majority conggiesal district, such ddJLAC Demonstrative
District CD38, in which LULAC Member F alslives, LULAC Member F remains in the
“packed” configuration. In another exampld)LAC Member F lives in an area where an
HCVAP majority SBOE district can and shoudd created that will provide Latino voters an
equal opportunity to elect their preferred caladie, such as LULAC Demonstrative District
EDG6, where LULAC Member F also lives. BesalLULAC Member F lives in districts where
Latino voters are either fractured or “packed” &t of in Latino majority districts that offer
an equal opportunity to elethe Latino preferred candidateULAC Member F's vote is
diluted. LULAC Member F is further injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting
plan that bear more heavibn Latino voters than Anglos.

21.Another example of the harm to LULACsembership is LULAC Member G. LULAC
Member G is a Latino registeraater and plans to vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plans, LULAC Member G lives ED4 which has a 39.9HCVAP and is not a

Latino opportunity district. LULAC Member @lso lives in CD29, one of several Latino

14
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majority districts in the areadhcontain more Latino voter pogitibn than necessary to elect
the Latino candidate of choice. Although theiha population in Harris County is sufficient
to create a new Latino HCVAP majority conggiesal district, such ddJLAC Demonstrative
District CD38, in which LULACMember G also lives, LULAC Member G remains in the
“packed” configuration. LULAC Member G lives an area where HCVAP majority districts
can and should be created that will providéin@avoters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. Another example of sadtatino opportunity disict includes LULAC
Demonstrative District ED6, véte LULAC Member G also livesBecause LULAC Member
G lives in districts where Latino voters are¢her fractured or “packed” instead of Latino
majority districts that offer an equal opponity to elect the Latino preferred candidate,
LULAC Member G's vote is diluted. LULAC Mueber G is further injured by the changes in
the challenged redistricting plan that beare heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.
22.Another example of the harm to LULACsembership is LULAC Member H. LULAC
Member H is a Latino registereater and plans to vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plans, LULAC Member H lives #D4 which has a 39.9HCVAP and is not a
Latino opportunity district. LULAC Member Hlso lives in CD29, one of several Latino
majority districts in the area that contain mbegino voter population than necessary to elect
the Latino candidate of choice. Although thdiha population in Harris County is sufficient
to create a new Latino HCVAP majority conggiesal district, such ddULAC Demonstrative
District CD38, in which LULACMember H also lives, LULAC Member H remains in the
“packed” configuration. LULAC Member H livas an area where HCVAP majority districts
can and should be created that will providéin@voters an equal opportunity to elect their

preferred candidate. Another example of sadtatino opportunity disict includes LULAC
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Demonstrative District ED6, where LULAC MemabH also lives. Because LULAC Member
H lives in districts where Latino voters areher fractured or “packed” instead of Latino
majority districts that offer an equal opponity to elect the Latino preferred candidate,
LULAC Member H's vote is diluted. LULAC Mreber H is further injured by the changes in
the challenged redistricting plan that beare heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

23.Another example of the harm to LULACmembership is LULAC Member I. LULAC
Member | is a Latino registered voter and glaa vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, LULAC Member | lives iHD44 which has 34.3% HCVAP and is not a
Latino opportunity district. LULAC Member &lso lives in SD19, one of several Latino
majority districts in the area that contain mbegino voter population than necessary to elect
the Latino candidate of choicekULAC member | also livegn CD15, which does not provide
Latino voters an equal opportunity elect their candidate ohoice. The Latino population in
this part of Texas is sufficient to create neatino HCVAP majority dstricts, such as LULAC
Demonstrative Districts HD44 and SD25, in whidULAC Member | also lives. The Latino
population in this part of Texas is also suffiti to create a Latino HCVAP majority district,
such as LULAC Demonstrative District CD2Bhich offers Latinos an equal opportunity to
elect their candidates of choice. Because AU Member | lives in districts where Latino
voters are fractured or “packed,” instead oftih@ majority districts that offer an equal
opportunity to elect # Latino preferred candidate, LULA®lember I's vote is diluted.
LULAC Member | is further injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that
bear more heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

24.Another example of the harm to LULACHembership is LULAC Member J. LULAC

Member J is a Latino registered voter and plém vote again in future elections. In the
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challenged plan, LULAC Member J lives D118 which has 55.9% HCVAP but does not
provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to etaeir candidate of choice. LULAC Member
J lives in an area where a Latino majority distcah and should be cted that will provide
Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect theferred candidate. One such example of a
Latino opportunity district is LULAC Demotstive District HD118, where LULAC Member
J also lives. Because LULAC Member J livesaidistrict where Latino voters are fractured
and lack electoral opportunity, instead of a distheit offers an equapportunity toelect the
Latino preferred candidate, LULGAMember J’s vote is diluted. LULAC Member J is further
injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on Latino
voters than Anglos.

25.0ne example of the harm to LULAC’s mem&i@ip is LULAC Member K. LULAC Member
K is a Latino registered votend plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, LULAC Member K lives in SD21, one of seaklLatino majority digticts in the area that
contain more Latino voter population than necestamslect the Latino candidate of choice.
LULAC Member K lives in an area where &itCVAP majority district can and should be
created that would provide Latino voters an éqpaortunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
The Latino population in this paof Texas is sufficient tareate a new Latino HCVAP
majority senate district, such as LULAQemonstrative District SD25, in which LULAC
Member K also lives. Becauda@JLAC Member K lives in adistrict configuration where
Latino voters are “packed”, instead of a Latino migjalistrict that offers an equal opportunity
to elect the Latino preferrazhndidate, LULAC Member K's vets diluted. LULAC Member
K is further injured by the changes in the chadjed redistricting plan & bear more heavily

on Latino voters than Anglos.
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26.0ne example of the harm t&JLAC’s membership is LULAC Member L. LULAC Member
L is a Latino registered voter and plans to vagain in future elections. In the challenged
plan, LULAC Member L lives in HD129 whithas a 22.9% HCVAP and is not a Latino
opportunity district. LULAC Menber L also lives in ED4 wbh has a 39.9% HCVAP and is
not a Latino opportunity dirict. LULAC Member L lives iran area where HCVAP majority
districts can and should be created that wioMade Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect
their preferred candidate. Examples o€lslatino opportunity districts include LULAC
Demonstrative District HD129, and LULAC Dwnstrative District ED6, where LULAC
Member L lives. Because LULAC Memberlives in districts where Latino voters are
fractured, instead of Latino maijtyr districts that offer an equiapportunity to elect the Latino
preferred candidate, LULAC Membkrs vote is diluted. LULAC Member L is further injured
by the changes in the challenged redistricting glahbear more heavily on Latino voters than
Anglos.

27.Another example of the harm to LULAG®sembership is LULAC Member M. LULAC
Member M is a Latino registered voter and plamsote again in future elections. In the
challenged plans, LULAC Member M lives ED4 which has a 39.9% HCVAP and is not a
Latino opportunity district. Ithe challenged plan, LULA®ember M lives in HD144, one
of several Latino majority districts in theearthat contain more Latino voter population than
necessary to elect the Latino candidate ofaholLULAC Member M lives in an area where
an HCVAP majority district can and should teated that would provide Latino voters an
equal opportunity to elétheir preferred candidate. Foraample, the Latinpopulation in this
part of Harris County is sufficient to crea@&ew Latino HCVAP majdtly house district, such

as LULAC Demonstrative District HD129, in wah LULAC Member M also lives. Another
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example of such a Latino opportunity distigtL ULAC Demonstratie District ED6, where
LULAC Member M also lives. Because LUCAMember M lives in districts where Latino
voters are either fractured or “packed” insteadlatino majority districts that offer an equal
opportunity to elect the Latino preferred catate, LULAC Member M's vote is diluted.
LULAC Member M is further injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that
bear more heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

28.0ne example of the harm to LULAC’s mem&i@ip is LULAC Member N. LULAC Member
N is a Latino registered votand plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, LULAC Member N lives in CD33 wth has 42.8% HCVAP and is not a Latino
opportunity district. LULAC Memér N lives in an area wheesn HCVAP majority district
can and should be created that will providéin@avoters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. One such exampleaofLatino opportunitydistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District CD6, vdte LULAC Member N also lives. LULAC Member N also
lives in enacted SD23 which has 25.4% HCVAR is not a Latino opportunity district.
LULAC Member N lives in an area where an YW&P majority senate dirict can and should
be created that will providéatino voters an equal opportiyito elect their preferred
candidate. One such example of a Latinoaopymity district is LULAC Demonstrative
District SD9, where LULAC Member N aldives. Because LULAC Member N lives in
districts where Latino voters afactured, instead of Latino maijtyr districts that offers an
equal opportunity to elect the tirgo preferred candidate, LULAC Meber N 's vote is diluted.
LULAC Member N is further injured by the charsge the challenged redistricting plan that
bear more heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

29.0ne example of the harm to LULAC’s memél@ip is LULAC Member O. LULAC Member
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O is a Latino registered votand plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, LULAC Member O lives in ED4 whichas a 39.9% HCVAP and is not a Latino
opportunity district. LULAC Member O lives ian area where HCVAP majority districts can
and should be created that will provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. One example of sachatino opportunity disict includes LULAC
Demonstrative District ED6, vete LULAC Member O lives. LULAC Member O also lives
in enacted HD140, one of several Latino majoristraits in the area &t contain more Latino
voter population than necessary to elect thenbatandidate of choice. The Latino population
in this part of Harris County is sufficiemo create a new Latino HCVAP majority house
district, such as LULAC Demonstrative Dist HD138, in which LULAC Member O also
lives. Because LULAC Member (ives in districts where Latb voters are either fractured
or “packed” instead of Latino ity districts that offer arequal opportunity to elect the
Latino preferred candidate, LULAKember O 's vote is diluted. LULAC Member O is further
injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on Latino
voters than Anglos.

30.LULAC members include Latino registered vat@rho are injured by Defendants’ dilution of
Latino voting strength and inteabal discrimination, becauskdse members reside in areas
where Defendants either could have creatdditional Latino citizen voting age majority
districts but failed to do so, eveakened districts by maniptiteg their composition to reduce
Latinos' opportunity to elect their candidat&fschoice. Thus, LULAC has associational
standing to challenge those districts.

31.LULAC members live in the area of West Texahere Defendants overpopulated districts in

the Texas House plan to favor the interests of communities and voters in the Panhandle and
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original Tom Green County at the expense ohgwnities and voters in El Paso and the Upper
Rio Grande area of West Texas, and to favagla voters at the expemsf Latino voters.

a. SVREP Organizational Standing

32.Plaintiff SOUTHWEST VOTER REGISTRATN EDUCATION PROJECT (“SVREP”) is
a non-profit and non-partisan organizatioommitted to promoting and increasing the
participation of Latinos and other minorigpmmunities in the democratic process through
voter registration, voter edudatt and voter particigtion activities. SVREP does not have
members. SVREP’s mission includes achieviulyand effective political participation by
Latinos. Promoting civic parijgation of Latinos, including uver registration and voting, and
ensuring that Latinos cast effective votesgnsical to fulfilling SVREP’s mission because
political participation by Latinos secures BEP’s public policy goals. To effectuate its
mission, SVREP conducts votergrgtration and organizes ng@artisan GOTV drives to
remind voters of election dates and to inform them about the requirements for voting. SVREP
conducts these activities for federal, state,landl elections in Texas. Additionally, SVREP
trains individuals to become organizers igitltown communities, helping them learn how to
determine what their community needs and tgvéehe skills to dvocate for those needs
directly with their elected offials. SVREP also trains individuals to run for office. Through
its work, SVREP serves, among others, Texaibaregistered voters who are injured by
Defendants’ dilution of Latino voting strength, these individuals reside in areas where, as
described below, Defendants either could have created additional Latino citizen voting age
majority districts but failed to do so, orakened districts by manipulating their composition

to reduce Latino opportity to elect their candidates of choice.
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33. Since the enactment of the challenged redistggtlans, SVREP has wiaed directly with
Latino voters through its votergistration drives, get-out-theste drives, and training of
Latinos to organize in their communities anaua for local, non-partisan office. SVREP
conducts these activities in, among other plattesRio Grande Valley, El Paso, Houston,
Dallas-Ft. Worth and San Antonio. SVRBRo conducts high school and community
college voter registration campaigns in gemipic areas in Texas with substantial Latino
population and works with high sablgrincipals and dtege presidents taegister eligible
students.

34.SVREP's routine get-out-the-vote activitieslutde contacting Latino voters directly to urge
them to vote in upcoming elections. As parits mission to increase civic engagement
among Latinos, SVREP focuses on new Latioters and Latino voters who don't always
turn out for elections. These are not hggbpensity voters and, in SVREP's experience,
require multiple contacts before they will twat to vote. An important component of
SVREP's routine voter turnoattivities is phone bking -- a resource-intensive activity in
which SVREP staff and supervised volunteerslcaiiino voters, discussithh them issues of
importance to the voters, and encourage thersdb vote. Often, SVREP must speak with
the same voter a second or third timerigage the voter in aaversation about public
policy issues of concern to the voter dhd importance of turning out in the next
election. These conversations focus on wihat_atino voter believes would benefit his or
her community and how turning out to vote cacure beneficial changes, such as, for
example, increased school funding or better wages.

35. Since the enactment of the diealged redistricting plans, its phone banking activities

SVREP has spoken to voters who are awarettieat district boundaes have changed and
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complain about the loss of an equal opportutatglect their prefergecandidate. In these
instances, SVREP staff was required to urakertand did undertake, a new activity of
looking up the new district boundaries and tryiogeduce the concerns of the voter about
the district. SVREP spends time and resesito educate and reassure voters who are
concerned about the new boundaries of theiridistbecause, in SVREP's experience, when
voters are concerned about election infororatand worried that #ir vote will not be
effective, the voter is less Bky to turn out to vote.

36. After the 2022 general election, SVREP recdigalls from voters complaining that the
voters were unable to elect theandidate of choice because of redistricting. Again, SVREP
staff was required to undeki® and did undertake, a new activity of looking up the new
district boundaries and discusswwgh the voters the changes tettistrict and the impact of
those changes on Latino opportunity to elé¥REP staff was required to undertake, and
did undertake, a new activity of urging those vetiercontinue to turout to vote even when
the voters expressed that they felt tveite had become ineffective as a result of
redistricting.

37.As a result of the challenged redistrictiplgns, which both reduced the number of Latino
opportunity to elect districtgnd failed to create new Lat opportunity districts, SVREP
staff was required to undeki® and did undertake, a nawetivity of developing new
messages for talking with voters during phbaeking about the redrstting changes and
why Latino voters should still tn out to vote even when theters feel that redistricting
reduced their electoral influence.

38.For example, in the geographic area$oftith Texas and the Rio Grande Valley

encompassed by CD15 and HD37, and the gpbigareas of Bexar County encompassed
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by HD118, where Latino voting strength was dituseich that the districts no longer offer
Latino voters an equal opportunity to eldetir candidate of choice, SVREP staff was
required to undertake, and did undertakeew activity of spendaig time in phone banking
conversations talking with voters about the impaceaof turning out teote even if the new
version of the district offered less Latino votdtuance and even if the voters felt that their
vote "did not count.” These new and differaativities included spending more time on the
phone with that particular votezontacting the voter an additial time to urge the voter to
vote, and adding more phone calls overall teekin areas where redistricting reduced
Latino electoral influence.

39. The specific new activities that SVREP staHs required to undertake, and did undertake,
including developing different conversati messages for voters during phone banking,
spending more time talking to voters, and spending time in phone banking specifically
addressing the loss and lack otiba electoral influence in theew redistricting plans, were
different from SVREP's routaactivities of spdang with Latino voters about their policy
preferences and how to achighese preferences through turning out to vote. SVREP
undertook these new, different and non-routintvities in responst®, and in order to
compensate for, the challenged redistricfians which both failed to provide fair Latino
electoral opportunity ahalso reduced Latino electoral opmity in some districtsSee
NAACP v. City of Kyle626 F.3d 233, 238 (5th Cir. 2010) (“[A]n organization may establish
injury in fact by showing that it had dived significant resources to counteract the
defendant’s conduct[.]").

40.The new activities undertaken by SVREP irpasse to the challengeddistricting plans

detract from SVREP's routine activitieSee Tenth St. Residential Ass’n v. City of Da@8
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F.3d 492, 500 (5th Cir. 2020). The additibtiae spent in phone banking, talking with
voters about the loss and lackLaitino electoral influence in ¢ghnew redistricting plans, is
not part of SVREP’s routine activities and taletaff resources away from SVREP’s routine
voter registration and get-out-threte activities. As a resulBVREP is able to contact and
talk with fewer voters to encourage thémregister and turn out to voteéSee OCA-Greater
Houston v. Texas67 F.3d 604, 610 (5th Cir. 2017).

41.SVREP's new and different activities,described above, go "toward mitigating [the
challenged redistricting plahseal-world impact" on the Latino voters served by SVREP --
voters who require more and different conversattorsonvince them to turn out to vote in
the challenged redistricting plan®CA 867 F.3d at 611-12. SVREP is required to
undertake, and does undertake, ¢hesw activities to counterattte effects of the challenged
redistricting plans, which fail to provideqeired Latino electoral oppmity, and directly
cause Latino voters to be less likely to tout. SVREP engages ihe new and different
activities, as described above, to persuadsdh.atino voters to tumwut when the Latino
voters otherwise would not becausdhad challenged redistricting planSee Ass’n of Cmty.
Org. for Reform Now v. Fowle78 F.3d 350, 360 (5th Cir. 1998ge also Scott v.
Schedler771 F.3d 831, 837 (5th Cir. 201DCA 867 F.3d at 612.

42.The challenged redistricting plans “interfgneith [SVREP’s] core business activities” by
making it more expensive and time consumingaoy out the same activities that SVREP
performed in service of its mission befahe redistricting boundaries were changed.
SeefFood & Drug Administration v. lance for Hippocratic Medicing602 U.S. 367, 395
(2024). SVREP's new activities “perceptiblypair[]” the organization’s other get-out-the-

vote and phone banking activéibecause SVREP has to redirits resources toward new
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message development and addressing the tanpoe of voting desmtthe lack of Latino
electoral opportunity -- activitgethat would not be required the absence of the challenged
redistricting plans, and activities that salSVREP to reach fewer Latino voters through
their routine community outreach activitie®CA 867 F.3d at 612 (quotindavens 455
U.S. at 379). SVREP plans to increaselhisne banking in Houston and El Paso, but
contacts fewer voters in these areas thae@eks to contact because of the requirement to
persuade voters in areas that have losnbatiectoral opportunity, patlarly South Texas,
that they should still vote. In this wathe challenged redistricting plans thwart and
“frustrate[]” SVREP's ability tachieve its organizational gsahrough its routine, day-to-
day activities.Havens 455 U.S. at 379.

43.The requirement that SVREP undertake theseawtivities, which more than “perceptibly
impair[]” SVREP's routine operations, “constitsiter more than simply a setback to the
organization’s abstract social interest&d” The resources are being diverted by SVREP to
address the specific consequences of the rigtiisy maps on Latin@oters, and not merely
to promote or protect SVREP's general goals of increased Latino civic
engagement. SVREP's injury is not a policsagreement with the challenged redistricting
maps, but instead flows from having to diverganizational resourcés undertake new and
different activities to counteract the diredtect of the redisicting plans on Latino
voters. Id.

44.SVREP does not assert standing based ombawndertaken litigation, lobbying or other
proceedings but instead "with a view toward mitigating [the redistricting plans'] real-
world impact” on the Latino voters SVREP serv€sCA 867 F.3d at 612. Similarly,

SVREP does not assert standorgthe basis of any advocacy on behalf of voters. The
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specific activities undertaken by SVREP, as déscriabove, are to meet the direct needs of
the Latino voters SVREP serves, and has resiritadirain of SVREP's resources in order to
counteract the effects of the unlawful maps.

45. SVREP does not assert standing basedysofethe expenditure or diversion of
resources. SVREP makes the specific aggares and diverts ¢hspecific resources
described above to counteract the effects ottiadlenged redistriatig plans directly on the
Latino voters served by SVRE&d the expenditures and ditesl resources detract from
SVREP's routine activities.

a. MI FAMILIA VOTA Organizational Standing

46. Plaintiff MI FAMILIA VOTA is a national civic engagementganization that unites Latino,
immigrant and allied communities to promaecial and economic justice. MI FAMILIA
VOTA does not have members. MI FAMILMOTA'’s mission includes increasing the power
and political representation of the Latino coomty and achieving full and effective political
participation by Latinos. Promatj civic participation of Latingsncluding voterregistration
and voting, and ensuring that Laigcast effective votes, istical to fulfilling Ml FAMILIA
VOTA’s mission because political partictan by Latinos secures MI FAMILIA VOTA'’s
public policy goals. To effectuate its ssion, Ml FAMILIA VOTA conducts citizenship
workshops and voter registration and mobtl@adrives. Additionally, Ml FAMILIA VOTA
advocates on all issues impacting the Latiammunity, including votig rights, immigration,
education, health care, workergjhts and racial justice. Tarther its mission, Ml FAMILIA
VOTA also hosts programming such as zgtiship assistance and youth and community
leadership development. For example,itg youth leadership delmment efforts, Mi

FAMILIA VOTA educates young Latinos on issutkgt affect their community, empowers
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47.

48.

49.

them with the skills and confidence tdvacate on those issuesidaprovides them with
opportunities to take action, including by skieg at town halls and canvassing in the
community. Additionally, Ml FAMIA VOTA’s community engagement workshops offer
community members the opportunity to learnvito advocate for their needs through voting
and other forms of advocacy. Through itsrkatmops, Ml FAMILIA VOTA also educates
Latino community members on assistance on maiteais as rental assistance. Ml FAMILIA
VOTA conducts its activities with, among othe Texas Latino registed voters who are
injured by Defendants’ dilution of Latino votingenhgth, as those indduals reside in areas
where, as described below, Defendants eithelddoave created an atidnal Latino majority
district but failed to do so, or weakenegtdcts by manipulating #ir composition to reduce
Latino opportunity to elect #ir candidates of choice.

Since the enactment of the challenged radtstg plans, Ml FAMILIA VOTA has worked
directly with Latino voters torge them to register and eoh the 2022 General Election and
the May 2023 Dallas municipal election. MI MALIA VOTA was also preparing to contact
voters to encourage themregister and vote in thedtember 2023 Houston municipal
election. In these activitie]l FAMILIA VOTA staff has interacted closely with Latino
voters in Harris and Dallaounties, among others.

In its voter mobilization activiés, Ml FAMILIA VOTA has direct and virtual contact with
Latino voters through: door knocking, commuretents to educate voters, phone banking,
operating a hotline for voters with questionsabvoting, media outreach, and text message
banking.

For Ml FAMILIA VOTA, the election is only thdirst step in creating a relationship between

Latino voters and their elected officialky between elections, Ml FAMILIA VOTA works
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50.

51.

52.

directly with Latino voters teonnect those voters with theilected officials in order to
obtain constituent services and so that thhengocan communicate their policy priorities to
the officials.

As a result of the challenged redistrictingm, the Latino voters served by MI FAMILIA
VOTA are less likely to be represented by attdd official whoselistrict contains a
majority of Latino voters. For example, tHarris County area could have gained (but did
not) a second Latino majority congressional disagtvell as two additional Latino majority
State House districts and a lratimajority State Board of Education District. In another
example, the Dallas-Ft. Worth area could hgamed (but did not) an additional Latino
majority congressional district and State Senatict. Instead, and asdirect result of the
challenged redistricting plans, many Latwaters whom MI FAMILIA VOTA serves are
represented by officials whose districts arelraitno majority and who are less responsive
to Latino voters than representasvaf Latino majority districts.

In the experience of MI FAMILIA VOTA, feweelection districts in which Latino voters
have an equal opportunity to elect their candidd choice translates directly into fewer
elected officials who prioritize: meetingttv Latino constituents; providing services to
Latino constituents; and addressing thiegyaconcerns of LABno constituents.

The mission of MI FAMILIA VOTA includes helpingatino voters so that they feel they are
being served by their representatives aad ey can engage with their elected
representatives to obtain consgitil services. When an elected official is less responsive to
Latino voters, those voters do not feel connetaetieir representative. When an elected
official is responsive to Latino voters, aagkates strong community relations, there is a

mutual partnership between the Latiwaters and the elected official.
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53.MI FAMILIA VOTA works directly with voters to assist them in creating a mutual
partnership with their elected official&#1l FAMILIA VOTA's services to Latino voters
include connecting Latino voters tioe staff in the elected offal's office, bringing Latino
voters to officials' offices, and assisting loativoters in organizing public meetings with
officials.

54.MI FAMILIA VOTA learns of Latino votes' concerns through Ml FAMILIA VOTA
organizers who conduct get-ethie-vote and issue basedrgzaigns. When Ml FAMILIA
VOTA is able to assist a voter obtaining services from ¢hwvoter's representative, this
directly benefits the voter and also fulfills the mission of Ml FAMILIA VOTA.

55.MI FAMILIA VOTA has experienced the differemiriorities of electeafficials, depending
on whether those elected officials represeatédtino opportunity district or did not as a
result of redistricting. For example, thg the 2023 Texas Leglative Session, Ml
FAMILIA VOTA (and the Latino voters it servegkperienced differences in responsiveness
of various state legislators. MI FAMIAIVOTA brought Latino votes and residents of
Dallas and Houston to the State Capitol in Austice during the redar session. The first
trip was to assist the votarsmeeting with their area dejations. The second trip, which
occurred after the bill filing deadline, wasassist voters in meeting with the chairs and
members of legislative comittees, including elections amdiucation committees. Ml
FAMILIA VOTA assisted the voters in decidinghom to meet, setting up appointments, and
visiting legislative offices.

56.Some legislators who did not represent Latingomiy districts werdess responsive to the

Latino voters served by MI FAMIA VOTA. Those legislatorsffices were less willing to
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57.

58.

set up appointments to meet with Latino vetend some were unwilling to invite Latino
voters into their offices when the votetepped by for an unscheduled meeting.

MI FAMILIA VOTA also experienced less regpsiveness of candidates running for office

in districts that were not Latd majority as a result of redigtting. During campaign season,
MI FAMILIA VOTA assists Latno voters in organizing in-pgon and virtual candidate
engagement sessions, including stasg the voters in writing ggéons for the candidates to
answer during the events and assisting thergoh inviting and erauraging candidates to
appear at the events. MI FAMILIA VOTA alsecords candidate engagement sessions and
distributes the recordings to more Latino voteks. part of this effort, it is important to have
candidates with various poliat perspectives and policy preferences appear at the
engagement sessions. Based on their exmesanith 2020 candidate engagement sessions,
MI FAMILIA VOTA knows that when a districis Latino majority, the candidates are more
likely to appear at an event hosted by hatvoters. Ml FAMILIA VOTA expects that in
future elections, candidates arsddikely to come to engagement events hosted by Latinos in
Latino minority districts (as comparéal Latino majority districts).

The concrete injury to Latino Wers of the challenged redistiiiy plans' failure to create
Latino majority districts goes beyond an undgqumportunity to electhe Latino preferred
candidate, and includes less respioa candidates and elected offlis. The concrete injury

to Ml FAMILIA VOTA is that Ml FAMILIA VOTA must engagen different activities to
assist Latino voters in securiattention and services from affals who are less responsive
as a result of redistricting. As describd@ow, the discriminatory redistricting plans
“interfere[] with [MI FAMILIA VOTA's] co re business activities” by making it more

expensive time-consuming to carry out the same activities that Ml FAMILIA VOTA

31



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899 Filed 03/26/25 Page 32 of 172

performed in service of its mission before th&trict lines were @rawn, thwarting Ml
FAMILIA VOTA'’s mission. SeeFood & Drug Administration v. Alliance for Hippocratic
Medicing 602 U.S. 367, 395 (2024).

59.With respect to assisting Latino voters to seaonstituent services from less responsive
officials, Ml FAMILIA VOTA is forced toconduct different activities, which include
making repeated follow up calls to a represewtdioffice and making repeated requests for
information and assistance for Latino vote¥8hen a non-responsive official does not
communicate with Latino constituents, Ml FALIA VOTA must engage in these additional
activities to assist the voters to secure sei Further, when aected official does not
provide constituent services to Latino voters,MMILIA VOTA is forced to try to identify
alternate resources for the voters in order fentbters to obtain thosame services. This
includes Ml FAMILIA VOTA resarching and contacting othemmunity organizations to
get services for the voteirscluding providing informatin about government programs,
casework assistance, and referrals.

60. With respect to assistirigatino voters in communicating their policy concerns to
representatives, when the elected officidéss responsive, Ml FANUIA VOTA is forced to
conduct different activities, which incluaeaking repeated attempts to schedule
appointments and bringing votdcslegislative offices for unscheduled meetings when the
official would not schedule an appointmemith respect to candidates who are less
responsive with appearing at communitgets, it can take many more hours of Ml
FAMILIA VOTA staff time to repeatedly contathe candidate and urge the candidate to

appear at the event.
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61.MI FAMILIA VOTA has undertaken these new andfeient activities tassist Latino voters
as a direct result of the challged redistricting plans and tearth of election districts in
which Latino voters have an equal opportunitgkect their candidatef choice. If Ml
FAMILIA VOTA did not have to undertake thesiew and different activities of assisting
voters in securing attention and servicesfrunresponsive representatives, Ml FAMILIA
VOTA would be otherwise engaged in its roetictivities of conducting field campaigns to
register voters, educate voters about votingearamburage voters to turn out, including phone
banking and door to door canvassing in Latino neighborho®ds.City of Kyle626 F.3d at
238 (“[A]n organization may establish injuny fact by showing that it had diverted
significant resources to counteréiceé defendant’s conduct[.]”).

62.Thus, as described above, the new activitiedertaken by Ml FAMLIA VOTA in response
to the challenged redistricting plans diffesm and detract from MI FAMILIA VOTA's
routine activities. Tenth St. Residential Ass’n v. City of Dal68 F.3d 492, 500 (5th Cir.
2020). MI FAMILIA VOTA's new activitieswhich involve diverting organizational
resources into assisting voters with repdgtedntacting unresponsive officials, trying to
convince those officials to spond, and securing alternateisies of services, go "toward
mitigating [the redistricting plans'] realesld impact" on the Latino voters that Ml
FAMILIA VOTA assists. OCA 867 F.3d at 611-12. Ml FAMILIA VOTA is required to
engage in these new and different activit@sounteract the effects of the challenged
redistricting plans which cau$ewer elected officials to respd to Latino voters' requests
and concerns, thus leaving Ml FAMILIA VOTA tssist the voters securing the attention
and services they need from elected offici@@eeFowler, 178 F.3d at 36G;ee also Scott v.

Schedley 771 F.3d at 831CA 867 F.3d at 612.
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63. The challenged redistricting plans, by createger districts in which elected officials are
responsive to Latino voters' concerns and rieedervices, have directly and concretely
harmed the routine activities Ml FAMILIXOTA performs in service of its mission,
including assisting voters willearning about elections and hoovparticipate in elections,
with a “consequent drain on tleeganization’s resources[.]JHavens 455 U.S. at 37%ee
also City of Kyle626 F.3d at 238)CA-Greater Houstar867 F.3d at 610, 612.

64.By forcing Ml FAMILIA VOTA to engage in n& activities to assist voters in securing
attention and services from less responsive elaftexkls, the challenged redistricting plans
regulate Ml FAMILIA VOTA's activitiesand create a “consequent drain on the
organization’s resources” that is batoncrete and particularize®ee Havens155 U.S. at
379.

65.The “additional time and effort spent” Ml FAMILIA VOTA on new activities to assist
Latino voters in secung meetings and services from less responsive elected officials
“frustrates and complicates its routine community outreach activite€A 867 F.3d at
610. The new activities force Ml FAMILIAOTA to expend resources that otherwise
would have been spent elsewhere, and MMHAA VOTA's resources would not have been
spent on these new activities, if not fbe challenged redistricting plan®CA 867 F.3d at
612;Fowler, 178 F.3cat 361. MI FAMILIA VOTA's new ativities “perceptitly impair []”
the organization’s other community outreadivities because MI FAMILIA VOTA has to
redirect its limited resources toward assistimters in securing representatives' attention and
services that would not be reqed without the challenged redisting plans, and as a result
MI FAMILIA VOTA reaches fewer people tbugh their routine community outreach

activities. OCA 867 F.3d at 612 (quotindavens 455 U.S. at 379). This impairment of Ml
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FAMILIA VOTA's routine activities “constitutefar more than simply a setback to the
organization’s abstract social interestglavens 455 U.S. at 379.

66. MI FAMILIA VOTA diverts its resaurces specifically to addse the lack of representative
responsiveness caused by the challenged gl to create districts in which Latino
voters have an equal opportunityelect their preferred candidates, and not merely to
promote Ml FAMILIA VOTA's goals. MI FMILIA VOTA does not asert standing based
on having undertaken litigatiolgbbying or other proceedisgut instead "with a view
toward . . . mitigating [the redistricting plsihreal-world impact on [its] members and the
public.” OCA 867 F.3d at 612. Ml FAMILIA VOTA doesot assert standing based solely
on the expenditure or diversion of resourckd FAMILIA VOTA made the specific, and
new, expenditures and diverted the specésources described above to counteract the
effects of Defendant’s conduct on the indivals served by MI FAMILIA VOTA, and the
expenditures and diverted resourcesatgtirom Ml FAMILIA VOTA's ongoing regular
activities.

67.MI FAMILIA VOTA does not asse standing on the basis afy advocacy on behalf of the
individuals they serve. The specific acies undertaken and put on hold by MI FAMILIA
VOTA, as described above, were to meet theallineeds of its clientand have resulted in a
drain of MI FAMILIA VOTA's resources in order to counteract the effects of the unlawful
maps.

a. Gl Forum Organizational Standing

68. Plaintiff AMERICAN GI FORUM (“GI FORUM") is a veterans membership organization
dedicated to addressing prebis of discrimination and inaijies endured by Hispanic

veterans. Gl FORUM was founded in Corpusi§h Texas, and it is organized under Texas
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law. In 1998, the U.S. Congress charteresl American Gl Forum as a Veteran’s Family
Organization. Gl FORUM’s mission is to prde counseling, referral, job placement, and
other related services to bothS. military veterans and oth@on-military veterans. Gl
FORUM'’s mission includes achieving full and eftive political participation by Latinos.
Promoting civic participation dfatinos, including voter registtion and voting, and ensuring
Latinos cast effective votes, is critical fidfilling GI FORUM’s mission because political
participation by Latinos secures Gl FORWMpublic policy goals. To promote civic
engagement in the communities it serves and to expand Latino political influence, Gl
FORUM’s members: conduct know-your-rightBscussions and membership meetings;
participate in issue-focusedacacy; connect members to sodatvices; and conduct voter
registration and education. GORUM does not seek to esliah standing as a membership
association.

69.Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will forcésGRUM to divert significant resources
from its voter registration, couakng, and job-relateservices, which are n&al to its mission,
in order to counteract the negatieffects of the cti@nged redistrictingplans. GI FORUM
has in the past conducted, and in the fututecanduct, voter registtaon activities aimed at
increasing voting by Latinos. Because of the cedunumber of districi® the enacted plans
in which Latino voters have an equal opportumdtyelect their preferred candidates, and the
reduced influence of Latino voters in the chadjed districts and statewide, many Latinos will
be discouraged from voting, and fewer Latina# vegister and turn out to vote in future
elections. As a result, GI FORUM must newpend new and significantly more resources to
register and turn out Latino voggmarticularly those who livie the challenged districts and

areas, and who are discouraged by the abserareaxjual opportunity telect their candidate
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of choice; and to do so, GI FORUmust divert time and fundg from its counseling, referral
and job placement efforts—along with other e8dd connect individual® social services—
that further its mission, and instead must engagsforts to convince Linos to participate,
despite the discrimination in the new redistnigtiplans, in elections in which they lack an
equal opportunity to elect their candidatecbbice—which is not a regular activity of Gl
FORUM. Additionally, to counteract the lossanid failure to create opportunity for Latino
voters both in the challengedstiicts and statewide, GI UM must spend significantly
more resources in an attempt to educatenbatioters about the discrimination and increase
Latino voter registration and turnout to over@the unfair advantage afforded to Anglos in
the challenged redistricting plans. Becawdethe dilution of the Latino vote, the new
redistricting plans thwart GI FORUM'’s missi¢éo expand Latino political influence. Thus,
Gl FORUM has organizational standing tabiénge the new resliricting plans.

a. LUPE Organizational Standing

70.Plaintiff LA UNION DEL PUEBLO ENTERO (“LUPE”) is a non-partisan traditional
membership organization founded by labor rigtasvists César Chavez and Dolores Huerta.
LUPE is headquartered in San Juan, Tegas|, it is organized under Texas law. LUPE'’s
mission is to build strong, healthy commurstim the Texas Rio Grande Valley through
community organizing and civiengagement, and to expandtiha political influence in
Texas. LUPE’s mission includashieving full and effective politad participation by Latinos.
Promoting civic participation dfatinos, including voter registtion and voting, and ensuring
that Latinos cast effective votes, is critidal fulfilling LUPE’s mission because political
participation by Latinos secures LUPE’s publidippgoals. To promoteivic engagement in

the communities it serves and to expand Latino political influence, LUPE’s members and paid
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staff conduct know-your-rights discussions andmhership meetings; participate in issue-
focused advocacy; campaign to support or oppose nonpartisan ballot measures through in-
person canvassing; connect members to sseraices; conduct censoutreach; and conduct
voter registration, educatioma non-partisan GOTV campaigns.

Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will force LW Hivert significant resources from
its GOTV, voter registrationral community education activities, which are central to its
mission, in order to counteract the negative e$fetthe challenged redigtting plans. LUPE
has in the past conducted, and in the fututieconduct, GOTV activitiesimed at increasing
the turnout of Latino registerasters with low turnout. Additionally, LUPE has in the past
paid, and in the future will pay, employeebay among other duties: educate voters about
upcoming elections; urge the votéosvote; and encourage, offend deliver assistance to the
voters. Because of the reducaaimber of districtsn the new redistricting plans in which
Latino voters have an equal opportunity to eléetir preferred candidates, and the reduced
influence of Latino voters in the challengditricts and statewide, many Latinos will be
discouraged from voting, and feweatinos will register and turn ot vote in future elections.
As a result, LUPE must now exme new and significantly moreseurces to register and turn
out Latino voters, particularlthose discouraged by the abserd an equal opportunity to
elect their candidate of choice; and to dg SUPE must divert time and funding from its
community education activitiesdhfurther its mission, and insteatlist engage in efforts to
convince Latinos to participate, despite the disgration in the redistricting plans, in elections
in which they lack an equal opportunity teel their candidate of choice—which is not a
regular activity of LUPE. Additionally, ta@wounteract the loss of and failure to create

opportunity for Latino voters in the challengetricts where it hasnembers, LUPE must
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spend significantly more resources to ededaatino voters about the discrimination and
increase Latino voter registrati and turnout to overcome thefair advantage afforded to
Anglos in the challenged redistricting plarBecause of the dilution of the Latino vote, Plans
H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 thwart LUPE’s rars8d expand Latino political influence.
Thus, LUPE has organizational standinghallenge the new destricting plans.

b. LUPE Associational Standing

72.LUPE has more than 8,000 members who regrdearily in Hidalgo, Cameron, Willacy and
Starr Counties. LUPE’s individual meerds pay dues, and members serve as the
organization’s leadership.

73.LUPE engages its membership to devise @mtiuct campaigns to achieve the mission of the
organization; thus, LUPE members particgpand guide the organization’s efforts, and
implement day-to-day decisions for the orgatniwa LUPE also hosts regular events and
meetings for members.

74.LUPE members include Latino registered votet® are injured by Defendants’ dilution of
Latino voting strength, as those members resideeas where Defendants either could have
created additional Latino citizen voting age jondy districts but failed to do so, or
intentionally altered Latino maiity districts to reduce Latibs' opportunity to elect their
candidates of choice. Thus, LUPE has assoaal standing to challenge those districts.

75.0ne example of the harm to LUPE's membership is LUPE Member A. LUPE Member A is a
Latino registered voter and plates vote again in future elections. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member A lives in CD15 which does nobvide Latino voters an equal opportunity to
elect their candidate of choice. LUPE Membdives in an area where an HCVAP majority

district can and should be created that widljide Latino voters an equapportunity to elect
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their preferred candidate. One such exampfl a Latino opportunitydistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District CD15, where LUPE MeenlA also lives. Because LUPE Member A
lives in a district where Latino wiog strength is weakened, instezfch Latino majority district
that offers an equal opportunity to elect thatino preferred candidate, LUPE Member A's
vote is diluted. LUPE Member A is furthenjured by the changes in the challenged
redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

76.Another example of the harm to LUPE's menshgy is LUPE Member B. LUPE Member B
is a Latino registered voter andapk to vote again in future elgxts. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member B lives in CD15 which does mobvide Latino voters aaqual opportunity to
elect their candidate of choice. LUPE MemBdives in an area where an HCVAP majority
district can and should be created that widljide Latino voters an equapportunity to elect
their preferred candidate. One such exampfl a Latino opportunityistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District CD15, velne LUPE Member B also livesBecause LUPE Member B
lives in a district where Latino tiog strength is weakened, insteafd Latino majority district
that offers an equal opportimito elect the Latino prefemecandidate, LUPE Member B's
vote is diluted. LUPE Member B is further injured by the changes in the challenged
redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

77.Another example of the harm to LUPE's mershgr is LUPE Member C. LUPE Member C
is a Latino registered voter andapk to vote again in future elasts. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member C lives in CD15 which does pobvide Latino voters aaqual opportunity to
elect their candidate of choice. LUPE Mem@elives in an area where an HCVAP majority
district can and should be created that widljide Latino voters an equapportunity to elect

their preferred candidate. One such exampf a Latino opportunityistrict is LULAC
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Demonstrative District CD15, velne LUPE Member C also live8ecause LUPE Member C
lives in a district where Latino wiog strength is weakened, instezfch Latino majority district
that offers an equal opportimito elect the Latino preferecandidate, LUPE Member C's
vote is diluted. LUPE Member C is further injured by the changes in the challenged
redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

78.Another example of the harm k&JPE's membership is LUPE Member D. LUPE Member D
is a Latino registered voter andapk to vote again in future elgxts. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member D lives in SD27 which has besdtered purposefullyo reduce Latino voting
strength and does not providetin® voters an equal opportunity elect their candidate of
choice. LUPE Member D lives in an area whan HCVAP majority district can and should
be created that will providéatino voters an equal opportiymito elect their preferred
candidate. One such example of a Latinoaopmity district is LULAC Demonstrative
District SD27, where LUPE Member D also livdBecause LUPE Membér lives in a district
where Latino voting strength is weakened, insteaa batino majority district that offers an
equal opportunity to elect the timo preferred candidate, LUPE Member D's vote is diluted.
LUPE Member D is further injured by the changethe challenged redistricting plan that bear
more heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

79. Another example of the harm L& PE's membership is LUPE Member E. LUPE Member E
is a Latino registered voter andapk to vote again in future elasts. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member E lives in SD27 which has been altered purposefully to reduce Latino voting
strength and does not providetin® voters an equal opportunity elect their candidate of
choice. LUPE Member E lives in an area vehan HCVAP majority district can and should

be created that will providéatino voters an equal opportiymito elect their preferred
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candidate. An examples of such a Latomportunity district is LULAC Demonstrative
District SD27, where LUPE Member E also livé&2ecause LUPE Member E lives in a district
where Latino voting strength is weakened, insteaa batino majority district that offers an
equal opportunity to elect the tiao preferred candidate, LUPE kier E's vote is diluted.
LUPE Member E is further injured by the changpethe challenged redistricting plan that bear
more heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

80. Another example of the harm to LUPE's mensh@y is LUPE Member F. LUPE Member F
is a Latino registered voter andapk to vote again in future elgxts. In the challenged plan,
LUPE Member F lives in HD37 and SD27 whichve been altered purposefully to reduce
Latino voting strength and do nptovide Latino voters an equapportunity toelect their
candidate of choice. LUPE Member F livesamm area where HCVARajority districts can
and should be created that will provide Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. Examples of such Latipportunity districts @& LULAC Demonstrative
District HD37 and DemonstragvDistrict SD27, where LUPE Meber F also lives. Because
LUPE Member F lives in districts where Latimoting strength is weakened, instead of Latino
majority districts that offer an equal opportiyrtio elect the Latino preferred candidate, LUPE
Member F's vote is diluted. LUPE Member F is further injured by the changes in the
challenged redistricting plahat bear more heavily dratino voters than Anglos.

a. MABA-TX Organizational Standing

81.Plaintiff MEXICAN AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION OF TEXAS (“MABA-TX”) is a
professional association of a0 lawyers located in Texas. MABA-TX is a membership
organization that is organized under Texas Bnd members of MBA-TX reside throughout

Texas. MABA-TX's mission inclugs: to provide a forum amdeans for lawyers to promote
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the social, economic and educational advancemethegbeople of Texas; to speak on behalf
of the Latino community on legal issues affieg the community; to serve the Latino populace
as a professional association fnpviding services, assistanard advice on matters of legal
concern to the community; to work through Egtion, advocacy and education to accomplish
these goals; and to presehigh standards of integrity, honand professional courtesy among
lawyers. MABA-TX’s mission also includes achieving full and effective political participation
by Latinos. Promoting civic participation a@ftinos is critical tofulfiling MABA-TX’s
mission because political paipation by Latinos secures MBA-TX's public policy goals.
Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will forceBAAT X to divert significant resources
from its community engagemeattivities—which are centrdo its mission—in order to
counteract the negative effectsloé challenged redistricting plans. MABA-TX has in the past
worked, and will in the future work, to edate voters about upcong elections, urge voters
to vote and will offer and provide assistancevtters. Because of the reduced number of
districts in the enacted plans in which Latinders have an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidates, atite reduced influence of Latino vogen the challenged districts and
statewide, fewer Latinos will gister and turn out teote in future elections. As a result,
MABA-TX must now expend new and significantiiyore resources to educate and promote
participation by Latino voters, particularly thasbo live in the challenged districts and areas,
and who are discouraged by the absence afgaal opportunity to elect their candidate of
choice; to do so MABA-TX must divert tiemand funding from its community engagement
activities that futer its mission, and instead must engagefforts to convince Latinos to
participate, despite the discrimaition in the challenged redistting plans, in elections in

which they lack an equal opportunity to eleditltandidate of choicewthich is not a regular
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84.

activity of MABA-TX. Moreover,because fewer Latinos will cast ballots, fewer Latino judges
will win elections, resulting in MABA-TX’'s mendrs practicing before less diverse judges.
Additionally, to counteract the loss of and failure to create opportunity for Latino voters both
in the challenged districts asthtewide, MABA-TX must spernsignificantly more resources

in an attempt to educate Latino voters dbine discrimination and increase Latino voter
registration and turnout to overcome the unfawaadage afforded torglos in the challenged
redistricting plans. Because of the tibm of the Latino vote, Plans H2316, S2168, C2193
and E2106 thwart MABA-TX's ability to prometLatino community involvement in legal and
legislative issues affecting the communifijhus, MABA-TX has orgaizational standing to
challenge the new redistricting plans.

b. MABA-TX Associational Standing

MABA-TX has members throughout the state tteggister with the organization, pay dues to
finance the organization’s actis, and attend meetings where they guide the activities of
their local chapters. Memlseof MABA-TX include Texas Ltino registered voters who are
injured by Defendants’ dilution of Latino votirgjrength, as those members reside in areas
where Defendants either could have created additional Latino citizen voting age majority
districts but failed to do so, eveakened districts by maniptiteg their composition to reduce
Latinos' opportunity to elect their candidateschbice. Thus, MABA-TX has associational
standing to challerggthose districts.

One example of the harm to MABA-TX's memslap, by virtue of itdocal chapter MABA-
Dallas, is MABA-TX Member A. MABA-TX Memler A is a Latino registered voter and plans
to vote again in future elections. In thattbnged plan, MABA-TX Member A lives in CD30

which has 21.4% HCVAP and is not a Latiopportunity district. MABA-TX Member A
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lives in an area where an HCVARajority district can and shoulzk created that will provide
Latino voters an equal opportuntty elect their prefrred candidate. One such example of a
Latino opportunity district is LULAC Demonsttive District CD6, where MABA-TX Member

A also lives. Because MABA-TX Member A &g in a district wlre Latino voters are
fractured, instead of livingn a Latino majority district thadffers an equal opportunity to elect
the Latino preferred candidate, MABA-TX Memb&'s vote is diluted. MABA-TX Member

A is further injured by the changes in the chadied redistricting plan &t bear more heavily
on Latino voters than Anglos.

85. Another example of the harm to MABA-TXmembership, by virtuef its local chapter
MABA-Dallas, is MABA-TX Member B. MABA-TX Member B isa Latino registered voter
and plans to vote again in fueuelections. In the chatiged plans, MABA-TX Member B
lives in CD30 and SD23 which have 21.44VAP and 24.7% respectively, and are not
Latino opportunity districts. MABA-TX MembeB lives in an area where HCVAP majority
districts can and should be created that wiMme Latino voters an equal opportunity to elect
their preferred candidate. Examples o€lsiatino opportunity districts include LULAC
Demonstrative Districts CD6nd SD9, where MABA-TX MembeB also lives. Because
MABA-TX Member B lives in districts where ltimo voters are fracted, instead of Latino
majority districts that offer an equal oppaority to elect the Latino preferred candidate,
MABA-TX Member B's vote is diluted. MABA'X Member B is further injured by the
changes in the challenged redistricting pthat bear more heavilpn Latino voters than
Anglos.

86.Another example of the harm to MABA-TXmembership, by virtuef its local chapter

MABA-EI Paso, is MABA-TX Member C. MABATX Member C is a Ltino registered voter
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88.

and plans to vote again in future electionsthinchallenged plan, MABA-TX Member C lives
in Latino majority HD78 which is overpopulatedmpared to Anglo majority House districts
in the Panhandle and original Tom Green Cgp{h874). MABA-TX Manber C lives in an
area where House districts can ahdigd be created that are attoser to the idal population.
One such example of a fairly populated di$tis LULAC Demonstrative District HD78,
where MABA-TX Member C also lives. d@gause MABA-TX Member C lives in an
overpopulated and malapportioned distfdABA-TX Member C's vote is diluted.

Another example of the harm to MABA-TXmembership, by virtuef its local chapter
MABA-Dallas, is MABA-TX Member D. MABATX Member D is a Lano registered voter
and plans to vote again in futugkections. In the challenged plan, MABA-TX Member D lives
in SD12 which has 13.6% HCVAP, and CD24 whiwas 12.4 % HCVAP and is not a Latino
opportunity district. MABA-TX Member D lives an area where HCVARajority districts
can and should be created that will providéin@avoters an equal opportunity to elect their
preferred candidate. Examples of Latino opaitty districts include.ULAC Demonstrative
Districts SD9 and CD6, where MABA-TX Meber D also lives. Because MABA-TX
Member D lives in districts where Latino veogeare fractured, instead of Latino majority
districts that offer an equal opportunity étect the Latino prefeed candidate, MABA-TX
Member D's vote is diluted. MABA-TX Memb@& is further injured by the changes in the
challenged redistricting plamearing more heavily doatino voters than Anglos.

a. TEXAS HOPE Organizational Standing

Plaintiff TEXAS HISPANICS ORGANIZED FOR POLITICAL EDUCATION (“TEXAS
HOPE”) is a non-profit membership organipatithat seeks to empower Latinos in Texas

through civic engagement, civic education aatteach. TEXAS HOPE activities include
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voter registration of Latino ciens, GOTV activities, poll watchservice, administering voter
education workshops and legislative advocacy on issues important to the Latino community,
including education, voting rights, immigtsh rights, healthcareand housing. TEXAS
HOPE’s mission includes achieving full and ezffive political participation by Latinos.
Promoting civic participation dfatinos, including voter registtion and voting, and ensuring
that Latino cast effective votes, is critica fulfilling TEXAS HOPE’s mission because
political participation by Latinos secures TEXABPE’s public policy goals. To promote
civic engagement in the communities it serves and to expand Latino political influence,
TEXAS HOPE’s members conduct know-your-rigtiscussions; pécipate in issue-focused
advocacy; campaign to support or oppose nonpartimllot measures; and conduct voter
registration, educatiomnd non-partisan GOTV.

Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will force TEXAS HOPE to divert significant
resources from its GOTV, voteegistration and communitydacation activities, which are
central to its mission, in order to counteractribgative effects of the ahenged redistricting
plans. TEXAS HOPE has in the past cortéd, and in the future will conduct, GOTV
activities aimed at Latino registered votezgducated voters about upcoming elections and
urged the voters to vote. Besauof the reduced number ostiicts in the new redistricting
plans in which Latino voters have an equal oppaty to elect their preferred candidates, and
the reduced influence of Latinmters in the challenged distigcand statewide, many Latinos
will be discouraged from voting, and fewer Lativafl register and turn oub vote in future
elections. As a result, TEXAS HOPE must nexpend new and significantly more resources
to register and turn ¢lLatino voters, particularly those whwe in the challenged districts and

areas, and who are discouraged by the abserareaxjual opportunity telect their candidate
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of choice; to do so TEXAS HOPRust divert time and fundingom its community education
activities that futher its mission, and must instead engagefforts to convince Latinos to
participate, despite the discrimination in the rewishg plans, in elections in which they lack
an equal opportunity to eletheir candidate of chioce—whids not a regular activity of
TEXAS HOPE. Additionally, to counteract thess of and failure to create opportunity for
Latino voters both in the challenged distsi and statewide, TEXAS HOPE must spend
significantly more resources in an attempethucate Latino voters about the discrimination
and increase Latino voter regigtom and turnout to overcome the unfair advantage afforded
to Anglos in the challenged redistricting planBecause of the dilution of the Latino vote,
Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 thwakA& HOPE’s mission to empower and
expand Latino political influence. Thu3EXAS HOPE has organizational standing to
challenge the new redistricting plans.

b. TEXAS HOPE Associational Standing

90. TEXAS HOPE has a board of directors andwbers who reside throughout Texas. During
membership meetings, Texas HOPE members dhalactivities of th organization. TEXAS
HOPE’s members include Texasatino registered voters whare injured by Defendants’
dilution of Latino voting strengthas those members reside in areas where Defendants either
could have created additional Lraticitizen voting age majority distts but failed to do so, or
weakened districts by manipulating their quosition to reduce Latinbspportunity to elect
their candidates of choice.hilis, TEXAS HOPE has associatiosnding to challenge those
districts.

91.0One example of the harm to Texas HOPE'smtvership is TX HOPE Member A. TX HOPE

Member A is a Latino registeredbter and plans to vote again in future elections. In the
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challenged plan, TX HOPE Member A lives CD33 and SD9 which have 42.8% HCVAP
and 20.6% HCVAP respectively dmare not Latino opportunity districts. TX HOPE Member
A lives in an area where HCVAP majority disteaan and should be cted that will provide
Latino voters an equal opportunity elect their prefrred candidate. Exaies of such Latino
opportunity districts include LULAC Demonstia Districts CD6 an@&D9, where TX HOPE
Member A also lives. Because TX HOPE Ma&nh lives in districts where Latino voters
are fractured, instead of Latino majority dissithat offer an equal opportunity to elect the
Latino preferred candidate, THOPE Member A's vote is diluted. TX HOPE Member A is
further injured by the changestime challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on
Latino voters than Anglos.

92. Another example of the harm to Texas HORB&mbership is TX HOPE Member B. TX
HOPE Member B is a Latino register voter and plans to voteag in future elections. In
the challenged plan, TX HOPE Member IBes in Latino majority HD79 which is
overpopulated compared to Anglo majority Heuwsstricts in the Panhandle and original Tom
Green County (1874). TX HOPE Member B liMasan area where d¢dise districts can and
should be created that are atctwser to the ideal populatiorOne such example of a fairly
populated district is LULAC Demonstrative €biict HD77, where TX HOPE Member B also
lives. Because TX HOPE Member B livesan overpopulated andalapportioned district,
TX HOPE Member B's vote is diluted.

93. Another example of the harm to Texas HORB&mbership is TX HOPE Member C. TX
HOPE Member C is a Latino registervoter and plans to voteaq in future elections. In
the challenged plan, TX HOPE Member C $va SD14 which has 23.3% HCVAP and is not

a Latino opportunity district. TX HOPE Memb@iives in an area where an HCVAP majority
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district can and should be created that widljide Latino voters an equapportunity to elect

their preferred candidate. One such exampl a Latino opportunityistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District SD25, weine TX HOPE Member C also lives. Because TX HOPE
Member C lives in a district where Latino vateare fractured, instead of a Latino majority
district that offers an equal opportunity étect the Latino prefeed candidate, TX HOPE
Member C's vote is diluted. TX HOPE Member C is further injured by the changes in the
challenged redistricting plahat bear more heavilyn Latino voters than Anglos.

a. WCVI Organizational Standing

94. Plaintiff WILLIAM C. VELASQUEZ INSTITUTE (“WCVI") is a nonprofit and non-partisan
public policy analysis organization that conttuesearch and works in Latino communities
and with local leaders across Texas to incréasmo registration and voter turnout. WCVI
does not have members. WCVI's missiorcludes improving the level of political
participation for Latinos and other underreggnted communities. WCVI's mission includes
achieving full and effective political participatidoy Latinos. Promoting civic participation of
Latinos—including voting—and ensag that Latinos cast efféee votes is critical to
fulfilling WCVI's mission because political pcipation by Latinos secures WCVI's public
policy goals. WCVI analyzes and reportslatino voter registratiomnd participation and
uses its research to educate and collaboriltelvatino community leaders to increase Latino
political participation. WCV/I'sareas of research also incluelevironmental justice, election
reform, immigration reform, and foreign policyo effectuate its mission, WCVI conducts its
work through research, policy seminars, diaecampaigns, and community workshops.
Through its work, WCVI serves, among othersxd®Latino registeredbters who are injured

by Defendants’ dilution of Latino voting strength,these individuals reside in areas where,
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as described below, Defendants either could have created additional Latino citizen voting age
majority districts but failed to do so, oreakened districts by manipulating their composition
to reduce Latino opportity to elect their candidates of choice.

95.The new redistricting plans for Congress, Heuse, the Senate, and the SBOE will force
WCVI to divert significant resources fromesearch, policy seminars, and community
workshops in areas outside oftvg rights in order to counterattte discriminatory effects of
the challenged redistricting plans on thencounity members and voters WCVI serves.

96.WCVI's routine activites include conducting search and organizing policy seminars,
media campaigns, and community workshopthéareas of voting rights, environmental
justice, election reform, immigration reforrmdaforeign policy. As part of its mission to
achieve full and effective political parti@pon by Latinos, WCVI aalyzes and reports on
Latino voter registration and paipation and uses its researncheducate and collaborate
with Latino community leaders and otheganizations to increase Latino political
participation. Promoting civic participat of Latinos—including viing—and ensuring that
Latinos cast effective votes is criticalftdfilling WCVI’'s mission because political
participation by Latinos secures WCVI's pubtiolicy goals in eacbf its focus areas,
described above.

97.Latino voters who live in areas where they could have an equal opportunity to elect
candidates of choice, but don't have that opportwasts result of the challenged redistricting
plans, are directly affected by the dilutiontloéir political strength not only in terms of
representation but also becauseythre less likely to feel thitieir vote counts and are less
likely to turn out to vote. Lower voting r&@mong Latinos who have been denied an equal

opportunity to elect their prefred candidates requires WIto expend new and more
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resources on research, policy seminars,camaimunity workshops to inform community
leaders and Latino voters about how the new naffiest Latino voters and to counteract the
effects of the redistricting plans on discouragatino voters. WCVI anticipates that it will
have to use new resources to educate aomitsnleaders and Latino voters regarding the
geographic areas in which Latinage denied an equal opportunityelect their candidate of
choice, and therefore which areas will requirere effort to ensure Latino political
participation.

98. The new activities that WCVI M be required to undertake, including researching the effect
of the challenged maps on Latino votentut, educating commiiy leaders and Latino
voters on the effect of the challenged maps, developing policy sttagies to counteract
the effects of the challenged maps, afteecent from WCVI's routine activities of
researching and developing polgitat impact Latinos. Insteaflgrowing Latino political
participation and influence through its routinghates, WCVI will have to focus merely on
maintaining current levels of Latino voter turnaund political particiption in light of the
challenged maps’ effect of depressing hatvoter participation WCVI anticipates
undertaking these new, differeamtid non-routine activities mesponse to, and in order to
compensate for, the challenged redistrictiranp| which both fail to provide fair Latino
electoral opportunity ahalso reduce Latino electoral opfumity in some districtsSee City
of Kyle 626 F.3d at 238 (“[A]n organization may esistb injury in fact by showing that it
had diverted significant seurces to counteract tdefendant’s conduct[.]”).

99. The new activities that must be undertakgnVCVI in response to the challenged
redistricting plans will detract from WCVI's routine activitieSee Tenth St968 F.3d at

500. WCVI staff will have to put on holgsearch, policy seminars, and community
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workshops in areas outside of voting rights idevrto counteract thdiscriminatory effects

of the challenged redistricting plans on Latino vot&se Louisiana ACORN Fair Housing
v. LeBlang¢ 211 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cir. 2000). As auie, WCVI will be able to develop
and achieve fewer of its public policy goals. WCVI will also have to divert resources to
ensure Latino political particgtion does not lose ground in lighitthe challenged maps and
thus be less able to engage in their rougiciivities of conductingesearch and organizing
policy seminars, media campaigns, and commumdikshops in the aas of voting rights,
environmental justice, electiorform, immigration reform, anidreign policy. In this way,
the challenged redistricting majpave directly and concreteharmed the routine activities
WCVI performs in service of its mission.

100. WCVI's new and different activities, as desed above, will go ‘@ward mitigating [the
challenged redistricting plarjgeal-world impact” of reduag Latino voter turnoutOCA
867 F.3d at 612. WCVI will have to undertakesh new activities to counteract the effects
of the challenged redistricting plans.

101. The challenged redistricting plans “interfgn@ith [WCVI's] core business activities” by
directly and concretely impeding the routeivities WCVI performs in service of its
mission, such as conducting research, or hglgiolicy seminars and community workshops
in any one of its other focus areas of eonimental justice, elect reform, immigration
reform, and foreign policySee Food & Drug Administration v. Alliance for Hippocratic
Medicine, 602 U.S. 367, 395 (2024)NCVI's anticipated newactivities will “perceptibly
impair[]” the organization’s route research activities ancher research and policy efforts
because WCVI will have to redirect its resoes toward researching reduced voter turnout

among Latino voters and developing stratetpesounteract the challenged maps’ negative
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effects on Latino political participation—activii¢ghat would not be required in the absence
of the challenged redistricting plan®CA 867 F.3d at 612 (quotirtdavens 455 U.S. at
379). In this way, the challengeedistricting plans thwart dri‘frustrate[]” WCVI's ability

to achieve its organizational goals throtigtroutine, day-talay activities.Havens 455

U.S. at 379.

102. The requirement that WCVI undertake thegw activities, which will more than
“perceptibly impair[]” WCVI’s routine operations, “constitutes far more than simply a
setback to the organization’ssdtact social interests.ld. The resources must be diverted
by WCVI to address the specific consequerafdbe redistricting maps on Latino voters,
and not merely to promote or protect WCWijeneral goals of increased Latino political
participation. WCVI'’s injury is not a polcdisagreement with the challenged redistricting
maps, but instead flows from having to diverganizational resourcés undertake new and
different activities to counteract the direttect of the redisicting plans on Latino
voters. Id.

103. WCVI does not assert standing based onrdwaundertaken litigation, lobbying or other
proceedings but instead "with a view toward mitigating [the redistricting plans'] real-
world impact on [its] members and the publi©CA 867 F.3d at 612. WA research is
necessary to identify solutions to overmthe detrimental impact of the challenged
redistricting plans on Ltano voters. WCVI isntegral in interacting with and educating
Latino leaders and organizations to dissemittadse solutions. Similarly, WCVI does not
assert standing on the basis of any advocadyebalf of voters. Té specific activities

WCVI will have to undertake, as described abhaare to meet the direct needs of Latino
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voters and the community leaders and orgamnatWCVI serves, and will result in a drain
of WCVI's resources in order to couraet the effects of the unlawful maps.

104. WCVI does not assert standing basedlgaea the expenditure or diversion of
resources. WCVI will require the specificgenditures and diverted resources described
above to counteract the effects of the cmagjél redistricting plandirectly on Latino voters
and WCVI's partnership organizations, ahé anticipated expenditures and diverted
resources will detract from WCVI's routine activities.

a. FIEL Organizational Standing

105. Plaintiff FIEL Houston Inc. (*FIEL") is a non-profit, non-partisan membership
organization in Houston, Texasaths organized under Texas laWwIEL is an immigrant-led
organization that advocates for just laws fmmigrant youth and their families, access to
higher education for all peoplegardless of immigration statuand access to justice for the
Latino community. FIEL was born and raised oluthe need for civic engagement in support
of undocumented students seeking higher edutatind it organizes for the betterment of the
communities it serves through efforts that imtd voter registration, civic engagement and
other advocacy efforts. FIEL also provides g@s such as immigration assistance, financial
aid, and education forums. FIEL's missiortlides achieving full anéffective political
participation by Latinos. FIEL is not a membaeépsassociation. Promoting civic participation
of Latinos, including voter registration and vajj and ensuring that Latinos cast effective
votes, is critical to fulfillingFIEL’s mission because political giipation by Latinos secures
FIEL’s public policy goals.

106. FIEL conducts voter outreach and provides atioa to voters in a number of geographic

areas negatively affected by redisting, including tle neighborhoods of
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Northside/Northline, North Houston,glEastex-Jensen area, the East End,
Gulfgate/Riverview/PineValleyGolfcrest/Bellfort/Reveilleand Greater Hobby, as well as
the northern Spring Branch area.

107. Voters with whom FIEL conducts its voteducation and get-otihe-vote activities
reside in the Houston areaginding in geographic areaswhich the Texas Legislature
could have created additional Latino majoritat8tHouse districts, a congressional district
and a State Board of Educatidistrict, but did not in the nsb recent redistricting. FIEL
fields complaints—including through its datar door canvassinghone banks, and online
forums—from voters who feel discouragedthg lack of opportuties to elect their
preferred candidates. FIEL expends staff resgsito respond to voteomplaints, including
by holding public forums to give voters an oppaity to express their frustrations while
simultaneously remaining engaged. If nottfee challenged redistriag plans, FIEL would
not need to devote additional staff titeereceiving and responding to these voter
complaintsSee OCA-Greater Houstp867 F.3d at 612.

108. After the challenged redistricting plansneenacted, many of the Latino voters served
by FIEL told FIEL's staff that the voters naniger intended to vote because voting would be
a waste of time, including voters who livegaographic areas in which additional Latino
majority districts could have been createdwate not, for example: the neighborhoods of
Northside/Northline, North Houston,dlEastex-Jensen area, the East End,
Gulfgate/Riverview/PineValleyGolfcrest/Bellfort/Reveilleand Greater Hobby, as well as
the northern Spring Branch area. The votese abmplain to FIEL staff that their votes

made no difference and their voica® not heard. Voters alsuld FIEL staff that they were
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frustrated about the lack of tiao representation in governmeartid that voters felt that the
redistricting plans did not reflect tigegowing Latino community.

109. As a result of the challenged redistrictiplgns, FIEL reallocated its limited resources,
devoting a third of its get-odhe-vote resources to encaging discouraged voters to
continue voting. Now, FIEL must sp& more time phone banking, canvassing, organizing,
and holding public forums to mitigate the chatied redistricting plans' direct effect of
discouraging voters. In ordey persuade Latino voters ththey should still participate,
FIEL diverts its “resources to getting to the pdfisse of its supporters who would otherwise
be discouraged” by the challengedistricting “from bothering to vote Crawford, 472
F.3d 949, 951 (7th Cir. 2003@ff'd, Crawford v. Marion Cnty. Election B&53 U.S. 181,
189 n.7 (2008) (agreed with stangianalysis of 7th Circuitsee also Louisiana ACORN
Fair Housing v. LeBlanc211 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cir. 2000)IEL's activities go "toward
mitigating [the challenged plan’s] real-world impact on [FIEL]'s members and the
public.” OCA-Greater Houstor867 F.3d at 612.

110. FIEL's get-out-the-vote activities in respomgehe challenged redistricting plans differ
from FIEL'’s routine activities.See City of Kyle626 F.3d at 238. FIEL would typically
focus its outreach on registering neaters and engaging first-time voters.

111. The diversion of FIEL's resources detsafrom FIEL’s ongoing regular activitieSee
Fowler, 178 F.3d at 360 (“[A]n organization hasralang to sue on its own behalf where it
devotes resources to counteract anédat’'s allegedly unlawful practices.9ee also Scott
v. Schedler771 F.3d 831, 837 (5th Cir. 2019CA-Greater Houstar867 F.3d at 612. The
resources that FIEL has now lleaated to counteract the effts of the redistricting plans

would otherwise have beenesp on get-out-the-vote actigs aimed at registering new
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voters and engaging first-time wo$, not encouraging voterhiwhad decided, as a result of
the challenged redistricty plans, to stop votingSee Tenth St. Residential Ass368

F.3d at 500. The new activities require Fllelexpend resources tioe detriment of FIEL
and FIEL’s mission.See Fowler178 F.3d at 360.

112. The challenged redistricting plans “interfgneith [FIEL’S] core business activities” by
making it more expensive and time-consumingagy out the same activities that FIEL
performed in service of its mission before th&trict likes were redrawn, thwarting FIEL’s
mission. SeeFood & Drug Administration v. Alance for Hippocratic Medicineg602 U.S.
367, 395 (2024).

113. FIEL’s get-out-the-vote activities in resp@i® the challenged redistricting plans
“perceptibly impair[]” FIEL's other commuty outreach activities because FIEL must
redirect its resources towhvoter education aboutehmportance of votingOCA-Greater
Houston 867 F.3d at 612 n.29 (quotiktavens 455 U.S. at 379). Absent the challenged
redistricting plans, the samevtd of repeat voter interactiand voter reassurance would not
be required. And because FIEL must consetiy€ivert its resources, FIEL reaches fewer
people through its routine get-out-the-vote outreach activitdes.

a. TALAS Organizational Standing

114. Plaintiff TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF LATINO ADMINISTRATORS AND
SUPERINTENDENTS (“TALAS”) is a non-profimembership organization that advocates
for Latino learners’ and leaders’ growth andragcement in Texas. TALAS’ mission is to
provide leadership developmtenollective impact, advoca@nd a proactive voice for Latino
and non-Latino leaders passionate about sgrthie fastest-growing student population in

Texas. TALAS is headquartered in Austinxa@s, and it is organized under Texas law.
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TALAS'’s mission includes achieving full and eétive political participation by Latinos.
Promoting civic participation of Latinos—ihaling voting—and ensung that Latinos cast
effective votes is critical to fulfilling TALA’S mission because political participation by
Latinos secures TALAS'’s public policy goalsTo promote civic engagement in the
communities it serves and to expand Latindtal influence, TALAS’'s members conduct
membership meetings; participate in is$oedsed advocacy; campaign to support or oppose
nonpartisan ballot measures; conmaembers to legislative upda@swell as research studies
related to the advancement of theibha population in Texas public schools.

115. Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will force TALAS to divert resources from its
research and education activities, which areraétd its mission, and spend new resources in
order to counteract the negative effects of thalehged redistricting phs. Because of the
reduced number of districts in the new redisitng plans in which Latino voters have an equal
opportunity to elect their preferred candidatasj the reduced influence of Latino voters in
the challenged districts arglatewide, many Latinos will beiscouraged from voting, and
fewer Latinos will register and turn out to vatefuture elections. Aa result, fewer Latinos
will cast ballots and fewer Latino candidateschbice will win elections, resulting in fewer
Latino educational leaders than there otheswiguld be, which will harm the ability of
TALAS to achieve its policy goals. Becausetlod dilution of the Latino vote, Plans H2316,
S2168, C2193 and E2106 thwart TALAS's missito expand Latino leadership and
representation. Thus, TALAS has organizatistahding to challengihe new redistricting
plans.

b. TALAS Associational Standing

116. TALAS has nearly 200 Texas members who reaitlacross the state. TALAS’s members

59



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899 Filed 03/26/25 Page 60 of 172

pay dues, elect leadership, serve as the azgaon’s leadership, finance the organization’s
activities and participate in the organizatioaeforts. TALAS members include Texas Latino
registered voters who are injured by Defendadilution of Latino voting strength, as those
members reside in areas where, as deschiednlv, Defendants either could have created
additional Latino citizen voting age majority dists but failed to do s@r weakened districts
by manipulating their boundaries to reduce has$i opportunity to elect their candidates of
choice. Thus, TALAS has associatiosnding to challengdose districts.

117. An example of the harm to TALAS' membhip is TALAS Member A. TALAS Member
A is a Latino registered votand plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, TALAS Member A lives in Latino majayi HD75 which is overppulated compared to
Anglo majority House distrist in the Panhandle and originTom Green County (1874).
TALAS Member A lives in an areahere House districts can arttbsild be created that are at
or closer to the ideal population. One suchregle of a fairly populated district is LULAC
Demonstrative District HD79, where TALAS Me®tA also lives. Because TALAS Member
A lives in an overpopulated and malapportionesdrdit, TALAS Member A's vote is diluted.

118. Another example of the harm to TALABIembership is TALAS Member B. TALAS
Member B is a Latino registered voter and plam vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, TALAS Member B lives in Latimajority HD77 which, as described below,
is overpopulated compared to Anglo majoritpuse districts in the Raandle and original
Tom Green County (1874). TALAS Member B livasan area where House districts can and
should be created that are atctwser to the ideal populatiorOne such example of a fairly
populated district is LULAC Demonstratinistrict HD77, where TALAS Member B also

lives. Because TALAS Memba lives in an overpopulatednd malapportioned district,
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TALAS Member B's vote is diluted.

119. Another example of the harm to TALABiembership is TALAS Member C. TALAS
Member C is a Latino registered voter and plém vote again in future elections. In the
challenged plan, TALAS Member C lives liatino majority HD79 which is overpopulated
compared to Anglo majority élse districts in the Panhandled original Tom Green County
(1874). TALAS Member C lives in an area wétouse districts caand should be created
that are at or closéo the ideal population. One such exaenpl a fairly populadd district is
LULAC Demonstrative District HD77, where TAS Member C also lives. Because TALAS
Member C lives in an overpopulated and rpplartioned district, TALAS Member C's vote is
diluted.

a. PROYECTO AZTECA Orgaizational Standing

120. Plaintiff PROYECTO AZTECA isa non-profit self-help construction company located in
San Juan, Texas and serves low-income famiie®lonias and other rural areas in Hidalgo
County. PROYECTO AZTECA does not havembers. PROYECTO AZTECA'’s mission
is to build a more equitable society through affordable and decent homeownership for the
families it serves. PROYECTO AZTECA's missialso includes helping the families it serves
increase their civic padpation, including by voting. PROYECTO AZTECA’s mission
includes achieving full and effective politicphrticipation by Latine. Promoting civic
participation of Latinos—including voting—and sming that Latinos cast effective votes is
critical to fulfilling PROYECTO AZTECA’s mission because politicgarticipation by
Latinos secures PROYECTO AZTECA's public ijogl goals. To effectuate its mission,
PROYECTO AZTECA offers a varigtof programs to respond the housing crisis in Texas’

Rio Grande Valley, and has helped to finance and train close to 1,000 families in the
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construction and first-time ownership of theirohomes in over 150 colonias and rural areas.
Additionally, PROYECTO AZTEA engages in GOTYV effast including by phone banking
and canvassing families on where to vote and twwast ballots, and it offers educational
opportunities for those families on how to advocate on issues that implicate their home
ownership. PROYECTO AZTECA also hostsmmunity roundtables with candidates who
are running for office, allowing the families serves to engage with those candidates on
matters such as education, hags and health care. Fbhdr, PROYECTO AZTECA hosts
know-your-rights events for the families serves. PROYECT@QZTECA conducts its
activities with, among others, Xas Latino registeredoters who are jared by Defendants’
dilution of Latino voting strength, as those indiwals reside in areas where, as described
below, Defendants either could have creadditional Latino citizen voting age majority
districts but failed to do so, sveakened districts by maniptitag their composition to reduce
Latinos' opportunity to eletheir candidates of choice.

121. Many of PROYECTO AZTECA's clients are vosewho currently live in enacted CD15
and lived in benchmark CD15 or CD 34 whereytinad an equal opportity to elect, and
did elect, their preferred candidates.

122. As part of its work, PROYECTO AZTECAssists families in applying for FEMA
benefits following wind and storm damage to their homes, such as when a tornado hit the
neighborhood of Laguna Heights in Cawre County in May 2023. Frequently,
PROYECTO AZTECA works to connect families their congresspersons for help during
the FEMA application process. Many FEM#fplications experienaielays in processing
and assistance from one's member of Congseams invaluable mource to a homeowner

who needs FEMA aid.
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123. PROYECTO AZTECA also asssstndividuals who are applyirfgr U.S. passports. U.S.
passports are vital to local residents viteguently cross the U.S.-Mexico border for
shopping and to visit relatives. PROYECPRATECA also helps clients obtain U.S.
passports to use as a second form of ideatibn in home mortgage applications. When
U.S. passport applications are stalled, PEGYO AZTECA works to connect clients to
their congresspersons to help move thS. passport application forward.

124. However, some PROYECTO AZTECA clienh enacted CD15 have complained to
PROYECTO AZTECA that they experienced diffity receiving constituent services from
their U.S. representative with respecpending U.S. passport applications and FEMA
applications.

125. PROYECTO AZTECA clients explain that, like their previous U.S. representative,
their U.S. representative in enacted CD15 du#send staff into their colonias to provide
constituent services to residents.

126. Now, to assist families in enacted CD15 who experience difficulty in obtaining
constituent services from their U.S. repentative regarding their pending FEMA
applications and U.S. passport applicatidd@OYECTO AZTECA must devote resources to
tasks that are different from BRRECTO AZTECA's routine activigs. Rather than simply
connecting a client in CD15 to a responsive Wepresentative to obtagonstituent services,
PROYECTO AZTECA must now dete significantly more time to assisting the client in
obtaining constituent services. PROYECTOTA&RLA must make additional phone calls to
the CD15 district office on behadf the client, send emails toetmepresentative's staff, and
accompany the client to the district office toaibtconstituent servicesgarding the client’s

pending FEMA applications and U.S. pass@mplications. Whout the challenged
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redistricting plans, these additioredforts by PROYECTO AZTECA would not be
required. SeeOCA-Greater Houstar867 F.3d at 612.

127. These new activities detract from ®BRECTO AZTECA's routine activitiesSee
Louisiana ACORN Fair Housing v. LeBlarizl1 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cir. 200@ity of Kyle
626 F.3d at 238Tenth St. Residential Ass'®68 F.3d at 500. When PROYECTO AZTECA
staff spends time assisting clients in secudogstituent services from their less responsive
congressperson in enacted CD15, that stafbterforming the grant writing activities
necessary to acquire funding for PROYECTO AZTECA to build more houses. As a result,
PROYECTO AZTECA is building fewer housesathit had prior to the enactment of the
challenged redistricting plans.

128. The challenged redistricting plans halmrectly and concretely impeded PROYECTO
AZTECA'’s grant writing, which has resulted decreased funding. PROYECTO AZTECA
needs these funds to fulfill its missionkfilding affordable and decent homes for the
families it serves. The challenged redistricting plans “interfere[] with [PROYECTO
AZTECA's] core business acties” by making it more expensive and time-consuming to
carry out the same activities that PROYECTO AZTECA performed in service of its mission
before the district likes were redraythwarting PROYECD AZTECA’s mission. See
Food & Drug Administration v. Alance for Hippocratic Medicing602 U.S. 367, 395
(2024).

129. PROYECTO AZTECA has undertaken its newidties assisting éénts in obtaining
constituent services directiy response to the challerdyeedistricting plans because
PROYECTO AZTECA's clients havelkasd for and need this assistanBee City of Kyle

626 F.3d at 238. PROYECTO AZTECA provides sissice to client families in enacted CD
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15 experiencing difficulty obtainingonstituent services from their U.S. representatives to
“mitigat[e] [the challenged plan’s] realexd impact” on PROYECTO AZTECA's client
families. OCA-Greater Houstor867 F.3d at 612.

130. PROYECTO AZTECA also receives complaifitsm clients who live in enacted CD15
and have told PROYECTO AZTECA that thegw live in a district in which they can no
longer elect the U.S. representative @itlthoice. In addition, PROYECTO AZTECA
clients who remained in CD15 in the new redlising plan report concerns that they lost
their congressperson of choigecause he moved into and ran for office in CD34 in 2022, as
a direct result of reditricting.

131. PROYECTO AZTECA's clientsvho live in CD15 have alsiwld PROYECTO AZTECA
staff that the clients no longer intended to vote because voting would be a waste of
time. These clients also complain that tveites made no difference and their voices are not
heard.

132. Inresponse, PROYECTO AZTECA has been regflito hire a consultant to reevaluate
PROYECTO AZTECA'’s get-outkte-vote strategies—inclutlj in enacted CD15—in order
to overcome voters’ frustrations about their diisined influence in elections as a result of
the challenged redistricting planSee City of Kyle626 F.3d at 238. PROYECTO AZTECA
would not have hired a consultantreevaluate its get-out-the-vote strategies if not for the
challenged redistricting plan§See OCA-Greater Houstp867 F.3d at 612. PROYECTO
AZTECA hired the consultarib counteract the effectd the challenged redistrictingsee
Fowler, 178 F.3d at 360 (“[A]n organization hasralang to sue on its own behalf where it
devotes resources to counteract anddat’'s allegedly unlawful practices.9ee also Scott

v. Schedler771 F.3d 831, 837 (5th Cir. 2019CA-Greater Houstar867 F.3d at 612.

65



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899 Filed 03/26/25 Page 66 of 172

133. The hiring of the consultant to evaluatet-gat-the-vote strategies in response to the
challenged redistricting plans forces ®RECTO AZTECA to expend resources that
otherwise would have been spent elsewh&gecifically, PROYECTO AZTECA would have
spent this money on hiring a cortsut to assess and make more effective its grant writing and
fundraising program. PROYE O AZTECA's resources woultbt have been spent on get-
out-the-vote and other vateducation activities, if not for ¢hchallenged redistricting plans.
See OCA-Greater Houston, 867 F.80612;Fowler, 178 F.3dat 361. The hiring of a
consultant to evaluate get-out-the-vote sgi@® in response to the challenged redistricting
plans detracts from PROYECTAZTECA's routine activities. See Tenth St. Residential
Ass’nat 500. Hiring a get-out-the-vote consultemmitigate the effects of the challenged
redistricting plans forces PROYECTAZTECA to expend resources to PROYECTO
AZTECA's detriment and to the detriment of its missibawler, 178 F.3d at 361.

a. RITA Organizational Standing

134. Plaintiff REFORM IMMIGRATION FOR TEXAS ALLIANCE (“RITA") is a Texas
statewide coalition of organizations witimdividual members working to implement
community-led advocacy campaigns that gmgdirectly impacted communities and create
policy change at the local, state, and natiéexal. RITA works alongsle business, religious,
and law enforcement leaders to advance immaratform. RITA is headquartered in El
Paso, Texas, and works to connect Texas comraandishare struggles, hopes, and successes;
build capacity within immigrant communities émgage and impact policies; share strategies
and resources to educate communities; anghanstate and national immigration policy
through collaboration with diveessectors at the local, regionahd national levels. RITA’s

mission includes achieving full and effective pold participation by Latinos. Promoting
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civic participation of Latinoancluding voter registration and tmg, and ensuring that Latinos
cast effective votes, is critical to fulfilling RA’s mission because political participation by
Latinos secures RITA’s public policy goals. To promote civic engagement in the communities
it serves and to expand Latipolitical influence, RITA’'smembers and paid staff conduct
know-your-rights discussions; participate isus-focused advocacy; campaign to support or
oppose nonpartisan ballot measures througdperson canvassing; connect individual
members to social services; and conduct vegistration, educatioand non-partisan GOTV.
135. Plans H2316 and C2193 will force RITA to divsignificant resources from its GOTV,
voter registration and communiggucation activities, which are dead to its mission, in order
to counteract the negative effedisthe challenged redistrictinglan. RITA has in the past
conducted, and in the future will conduct, GOagtivities aimed at increasing the turnout of
Latino registered voters with low turnout. Addially, RITA has in the past paid, and in the
future will pay, employees who, among other duties: educate voters about upcoming elections;
urge the voters to vote; and encage, offer and deliver assistarto the voters. Because of
the reduced number of distrigtsthe new redistricting plans iwhich Latino voters have an
equal opportunity to elect thgireferred candidates, and thdueed influence of Latino voters
in the challenged districts and statewide, maatmnos will be discouraged from voting, and
fewer Latinos will register and i out to vote in future elections. As a result, RITA must now
expend new and significantly more resourcesgester and turn out Latowvoters, particularly
those who live in the challeed districts and areas, and wdre discouraged by the absence
of an equal opportunity to elect their candidatehoice; to do so, RITA must divert time and
funding from its community edation activities that furtheits mission, and instead must

engage in efforts to convince Latinos to parag despite the discrimination in the challenged
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redistricting plans, in elections in which thegk they lack an equal opportunity to elect their
candidate of choice—which is not a regulatihaty of RITA. Additionally, to counteract the
loss of and failure to creatgportunity for Latino voters both itne challenged districts and
statewide, RITA must spend significantly maesources in an attempt to educate Latino
voters about the discrimination and increasericatioter registration and turnout to overcome
the unfair advantage afforded to Anglos in thallenged redistricting ahs. Because of the
dilution of the Latino vote, Plan C2193 and Plan H2316 thwart RITA’s mission to expand
Latino political influence. Thus, RITA hasrganizational standing to challenge the new
redistricting plans.

b. RITA Associational Standing

136. The organizations in RITA have members tigbout the state. RITA members register
with the organization, hold membershipeetings and guide and participate in the
organization’s efforts. RITA organizational members haiweividual members who are
Texas Latino registered votergured by Defendants’ dilutioof Latino voting strength, as
those members reside in areas where Defendants either could have created additional Latino
citizen voting age majority districts but faileddo so, or weakened districts by manipulating
their composition to reduce Latino opportunityetect their candidates of choice. Thus, RITA
has associational standing to challenge those districts.

137. RITA’'s members also include Latino registeraders who live in the area of West Texas
where Defendants overpopulated dds in the Texas House plda favor the interests of
voters in areas of the Panhandle and oaigifom Green County, Anglo voters and Anglo
incumbents over the interests of voters in El Rambthe Upper Rio Grande and Latino voters.

138. One example of the harm to RITA's membership is RITA Member A, a member of the
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Border Network for Human Rights. The Borddgtwork for Human Rights a member of the
RITA coalition. RITA Member A is a Latino regfered voter and plans Yote again in future
elections. In the challenged plan, RITA Member A lives in Latino majority HD74 which is
overpopulated compared to Anglo majority Heuwlstricts in the Panhandle and original Tom
Green County (1874). RITA Member A livesan area where House districts can and should
be created that are at or closer to the idepllation. One such exanepdf a fairly populated
district is LULAC Demonstratig District HD75, where RITA Mendy A also lives. Because
RITA Member A lives in an overpopulatedcamalapportioned district, RITA Member A's
vote is diluted.

139. One example of the harm to RITA's membgrshe RITA Member B, a member of the
Border Network for Human Rights. The Borddgtwork for Human Rights a member of the
RITA coalition. RITA MembeB is a Latino registeredoter and plans to vote again in future
elections. In the challenged plan, RITA MenlIB lives in Latino majority HD74 which is
overpopulated compared to Anglo majority Heuwsstricts in the Panhandle and original Tom
Green County (1874). RITA Member B livesan area where House districts can and should
be created that are at or closer to the idepllation. One such exarepdf a fairly populated
district is LULAC Demonstratig District HD75, where RITA Maber B also lives. Because
RITA Member B lives in an overpopulateddamalapportioned districRITA Member B's
vote is diluted.

140. One example of the harm to RITA's membgrse RITA Member C, a member of the
Border Network for Human Rights. The Borddgtwork for Human Rights a member of the
RITA coalition. RITA Member C is a Latino regised voter and plans to vote again in future

elections. In the challenged plan, RITA MenlI€ lives in Latino majority HD74 which is
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overpopulated compared to Anglo majority Heuwlstricts in the Panhandle and original Tom
Green County (1874). RITA Member C livesan area where House districts can and should
be created that are at or closer to the igepllation. One such exarepdf a fairly populated
district is LULAC Demonstratig District HD75, where RITA Maber C also lives. Because
RITA Member C lives in an overpopulateddamalapportioned districRITA Member C's
vote is diluted.

141. Another example of the harm RITA's membership is RITA Member D. RITA Member
D is a Latino registered votand plans to vote again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, RITA Member D lives in Latino majoritdD75 which is overpopulated compared to
Anglo majority House district® the Panhandle and originalmdsreen County (1874). RITA
Member D lives in an area where House distiets and should be creatib@t are at or closer
to the ideal population. One such examplea fairly populateddistrict is LULAC
Demonstrative District HD75, véte RITA Member D also lives. Because RITA Member D
lives in an overpopulated and malapportionedidistRITA Member DS vote is diluted.

a. WDP Organizational Standing

142. Plaintiff WORKERS DEFENSE PROJECT (“WHD) is a community-led membership
organization fighting the injustes against low-wage, immigrant workers in the construction
industry. WDP’s mission is to empower low-imze workers to achieve fair employment
through education, diredervices, organizing and strategiartnerships. WP is organized
under Texas law with headquartarg\ustin, Texas and offices lHouston and Dallas. WDP’s
mission includes achieving full and effective pold participation by Latinos. Promoting
civic participation of Latinogncluding voter registration and tmog, and ensuring that Latinos

cast effective votes, is critical to fulfilling/DP’s mission because political participation by
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Latinos secures WDP'’s public policy goals. pfromote civic engagement in the communities

it serves and to expand Latino political ughce, WDP’s membeiand paid staff conduct
know-your-rights discussions and membershmgeetings; participate in issue-focused
advocacy; campaign to support or oppose nonpartisan ballot measures; connect members to
social services; and conduct voter stgition, education, @mon-partisan GOTV.

143. Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will force WDP to divert significant resources
from its GOTV, voter registration and communrgtyucation activities, wbh are central to its
mission, in order to counteract the negative effetthe challenged redistricting plans. WDP
has in the past conducted, and in the fututieconduct, GOTV activitiesimed at increasing
the turnout of Latino registered voters withw turnout. Additionally, WDP has in the past
paid, and will in the future pay, employeesaylamong other duties: educate voters about
upcoming elections; and urge the voters to v8ecause of the reducedmber of districts in
the new redistricting plans in which Latino ws#téhave an equal oppartity to elect their
preferred candidates, atite reduced influence of Latino vogen the challenged districts and
statewide, many Latinos will be discourageahifrvoting, and fewer Latinos will register and
turn out to vote in future elections. Asesult, WDP must now expd new and significantly
more resources to register and turn out Latino voters, particularly those who live in the
challenged districts and areas, and who are@drsged by the absence of an equal opportunity
to elect their candidate ohoice; and to do so, WDP musvweit time and funding from its
community education activitiesdhfurther its mission, and muststead engage in efforts to
convince Latinos to participatdespite the discrimination in tishallenged redistricting plans,
in elections in which they lackn equal opportunitio elect their candida of choice—which

is not a regular activity of WDPAdditionally, to counteract thess of and failure to create
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opportunity for Latino voters botin the challenged districemnd statewide, WDP must spend
significantly more resources in an attempethucate Latino voters about the discrimination
and increase Latino voter regigtom and turnout to overcome the unfair advantage afforded
to Anglos in the challenged redistricting planBecause of the dilution of the Latino vote,
Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 thwartP/8Dmission to expand Latino political
influence. Thus, WDP has organizational stagdo challenge the new redistricting plans.

b. WDP Associational Standing

144. WDP has registered members throughout $ex®/DP has regular meetings in which
members participate and guide the efforts ofoitganization. Memberssd set the priorities
for the organization. WDP’s individual membdnclude Latino registed voters who are
injured by Defendants’ dilution of Latino votirgjrength, as those members reside in areas
where Defendants either could have created additional Latino citizen voting age majority
districts but failed to do so, seakened districts by maniptitag their composition to reduce
Latinos' opportunity to elect thretandidates of choice. ThWDP has associational standing
to challenge those districts.

145. An example of the harm to WDP's memberski/DP Member A. WDP Member A is a
Latino registered voter and plates vote again in future elections. In the challenged plan,
WDP Member A lives in SD21, one of severaltiha majority districts in the area whose
configuration prevents the creation of anitiddal Latino opportunity district. WDP Member
A lives in an area where an HCVAP majoritystiict can and should be created that would
provide Latino voters an equal opportunitydiect their preferred candidate. The Latino
population in this part of Texas is sufficigntcreate a new LatindCVAP majority senate

district, such as LULAC Demonstrative DistriSD25, in which WDP Member A also lives.
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Because WDP Member A lives in a districh@iguration where Latino voters are “packed”,
instead of a Latino majority district that offens equal opportunity telect the Latino preferred
candidate, WDP Member A's vote is diluted. WDP Member A is further injured by the changes
in the challenged redistricting plan thaebenore heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

146. Another example of the harm to WDP's memghip is WDP Member B. WDP Member
B is a Latino registered voter and plans to \again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, WDP Member B lives in ED4 which h38.9% HCVAP and is not a Latino opportunity
district. WDP Member B alslives in CD29, one of several ttao majority districts in the
area that contain more Latino voter population thacessary to elect the Latino candidate of
choice. WDP Member B lives in an area whelCVAP majority districts can and should be
created that will provide Latino voters an eqoportunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
For example, although the Latino populationHarris County is sufficient to create a new
Latino HCVAP majority congressiahdistrict, such as LULA®emonstrative District CD38,
in which WDP Member B also les, WDP Member B remains inethpacked” configuration.
Another such example of a Latino opportunity miistis LULAC Demonstative District ED6,
where WDP Member B also lives. In thkallenged plan, WDP Member B also lives in
HD140, one of several Latino majority distriégtsthe area that contain more Latino voter
population than necessary to elect the Latindate of choice. The Latino population in
this part of Texas is sufficient to create avieatino HCVAP majority house district, such as
LULAC Demonstrative District HD138, in which WDMember B also lives. As a result of
Defendants' redistricting plarfor congress, State HousedasSBOE, WDP Member B’s vote
is diluted. WDP Member B is further injured bye changes in the challenged redistricting

plan that bear more heavibn Latino voters than Anglos.
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147. Another example of the harm to WDP's memghip is WDP Member C. WDP Member
C is a Latino registered voter and plans to \again in future elections. In the challenged
plan, WDP Member C lives in SD21, one of sevékiino majority districts in the area that
contain more Latino voter population than necessamslect the Latino candidate of choice.
WDP Member C lives in an area where an HCMA&ority district carand should be created
that would provide Latino voteen equal opportunity telect their preferred candidate. The
Latino population in this part of Texas is saiéint to create a new Latino HCVAP majority
senate district, such as LULAC Demonstrati¥istrict SD25, in which WDP Member C also
lives. Because WDP Member C lives in atdct configurationwhere Latino voters are
“packed”, instead of a Latino maijty district that offers arequal opportunityto elect the
Latino preferred candidate, WDP Member G/¢de is diluted. WDP Member C is further
injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on Latino
voters than Anglos.

Individual Plaintiffs

148. Plaintiff Jose Olivares is Latd and a registered voter ofxés who voted in the past and
intends to vote in future elections. He reside€orpus Christi, Texas. In the challenged
plans, Plaintiff Olivares lives in CD27 wih has 49.2% HCVAP and does not provide Latino
voters an equal opportunity to elect their candiadtehoice. Plaintiff Olivares lives in an
area where two or more balanced HCVAP majdatisgricts can and shoulzk created that will
provide Latino voters an equal opportunity gékect their preferre¢andidate. One such
example of a Latino opportunity district IJJLAC Demonstrative District CD27, where
Plaintiff Olivares also lives. Because Pldin@livares does not live in a Latino majority

district that offers an equal opportunity ébect the Latino preferdecandidate, Plaintiff
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Olivares's vote is diluted. Plaintiff Olivaresfisther injured by the changes in the challenged
redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

149. Plaintiff Paulita Sanchez is Latina and a stgjied voter of Texasho voted in the past
and intends to vote in future elections. She rasm&lew Braunfels, Texas. Inthe challenged
plan, Plaintiff Sanchez lives in SD25 whichs26% HCVAP and is i@ Latino opportunity
district. Plaintiff Sanchez liveim an area where an HCVAP majority district can and should
be created that would provideatino voters an equal opporttyito elect their preferred
candidate. The Latino population tihis part of Texas is suffient to create a new Latino
HCVAP majority senate distrii, such as LULAC Demonstrative District SD25, in which
Plaintiff Sanchez also lives. Because PléirfBanchez lives in a district that does not, but
could and should offer an equal opportunityetect the Latino preferred candidate, Plaintiff
Sanchez 's vote is diluted. Plaintiff Sanchemnither injured by the changes in the challenged
redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

150. Plaintiff Jo Ann Acevedo is Latina and a regrgld voter of Texas who voted in the past
and intends to vote in future elections. Shedessin Cibolo, Texas. In the challenged plan,
Plaintiff Acevedo lives in SD25 which h&b% HCVAP and is not a Latino opportunity
district. Plaintiff Acevedo lives in an area @& an HCVAP majority district can and should
be created that would provideatino voters an equal opporttyito elect their preferred
candidate. The Latino population this part of Texas is suffient to create a new Latino
HCVAP majority senate distif, such as LULAC Demonstrative District SD25, in which
Plaintiff Acevedo also Vies. Because Plaintiff Acevedo livesa district that does not, but
could and should offer an equal opportunityetect the Latino preferred candidate, Plaintiff

Acevedo's vote is diluted. Plaintiff Aceveddusther injured by the changes in the challenged
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redistricting plan that bear moheavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

151. Plaintiff David Lopez is Latin@and a registered votef Texas who voted in the past and
intends to vote in future elections. He resides in Houston, Texas. In the challenged plan,
Plaintiff Lopez lives in CD38 which has 1963HCVAP and is not a Latino opportunity
district. Plaintiff Lopez lives in an area wikeean HCVAP majority district can and should be
created that will provide Latino voters an eqoportunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
One such example of a Latimpportunity district is LULACDemonstrative District CD38,
where Plaintiff Lopez also lives. Becausaiftiff Lopez lives in a district where Latino
voters are fractured, instead of a Latino majoditstrict that offers an equal opportunity to
elect the Latino preferred candida®aintiff Lopez's vote is dilute Plaintiff Lopez is further
injured by the changes in the challenged redistricting plan that bear more heavily on Latino
voters than Anglos.

152. Plaintiff Diana Martinez Alexander is Latinaa registered voter of Texas who voted in
the past and intends to vote future elections. She resglén Houston, Texas. In the
challenged plan, Plaintiff Martinez Alexandies in CD38 which has 19.3% HCVAP and is
not a Latino opportunity district Plaintiff Martinez Alexander lives in an area where an
HCVAP majority district can and should besated that will providéatino voters an equal
opportunity to elect their prefred candidate. One such example of a Latino opportunity
district is LULAC Demonstréve District CD38, where Plaiiff Martinez Alexander also
lives. Because Plaintiff Martinez Alexandives in a district where Latino voters are
fractured, instead of a Latino majy district that offers arequal opportunity to elect the
Latino preferred candidate, PlaiftMartinez Alexander's vote idiluted. Plaintiff Martinez

Alexander is further injured by the changes ia thallenged redistrictinglan that bear more
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heavily on Latino voters than Anglos.

153. The dilution of Latino votingtrength statewide in Plat2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106
has injured all plaintiffs, including memberspéintiff organizations.The dilution of Latino
voting strength in individual districts iRlans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 has injured
plaintiffs who reside and vote in those indival districts, includig members of plaintiff
organizations.

IV. DEFENDANTS

154. Defendant GREGORY W. (“Greg”) ABBOTT the Governor of Texas, and pursuant to
Article 1V, Section | of the Texas Constitution,tlse chief executive officer of the State of
Texas. He is sued Ims official capacity.

155. Defendant JANE NELSON is the Secretaryitd State of Texas. Defendant NELSON is
the State’s chief election officer and as sushesponsible for oveeging the conduct of
elections within the State. Stsesued in her official capacity.

156. Defendant the STATE OF TEXAS is one of ttates of the United States of America.
Plaintiffs’ claims against Ofendant STATE OF TEXAS arkmited to those arising under
Section 2 of the federaloting Rights Act of 1965See52 U.S.C. 88 10301 and 10310(e).

V. EACTS

A. Texas's Long History of Discrimination Against Latino Voters

157. Federal courts, including theupreme Court, have recoged Texas’s long history of
discrimination against Latino voteiacluding in the area of votingsee LULAC v. Perrb48
U.S. 399, 439 (2006kee also Bush v. Veral7 U.S. 952, 981 (1994yerez v. Abbott253
F. Supp. 3d 864, 888 (W.D. Tex. 201Patino v. City of Pasaden@30 F. Supp. 3d 667, 708

(S.D. Tex. 2017). Indeed, as those courts hasted, “the poll tax, an all-white primary
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system, and restrictive voter registration timaqus are” all part ofexas’s “minority voting
rights history.” LULAC, 548 U.S. at 439-40 (quotation omittesie also Patind230 F. Supp.
3d at 683.Those courts have also emphasized thHte[political, socigland economic legacy
of past discrimination for Latinda Texas . . . hinders their abilitg participate effectively in
the political process.’Patino, 230 F. Supp. 3d at 683.

158. From as early as 1845, the year of Texasigexation into the United States, the State has
suppressed the political participation of bag. Laws prohibited Texans from using the
Spanish language and barred Mexican-Aoaars from serving as election judges.

159. Decades later, the 1903 Terrell Election Law implaseoll tax in the State. Tellingly, the
law’s sponsor explained that the law was iempénted to close “the flood gates for illegal
voting as one person could buy tife Mexican and Negro votésThe poll tax remained in
effect for over sixty years in Texas.

160. A year later, in 1904, the Texas Democratic Executive Committee established a White
Man’s Primary Association, requiring memberstaie the following oath: “I am a white
person and a Democrat.” In 1923, the Texasdlatyire passed a white primary law, which
stated that “in no event shall a negro be eligiblparticipate in a Democratic party primary
election held in the State of Texas.” Oned® newspaper declared that the white primary
“absolutely eliminates the Mexican vote as etda in nominating couy candidates, though
we graciously grant the Mexican the plege of voting for them afterward4.”

161. After the Supreme Court iNixon v. Herndon273 U.S. 536 (1927) struck down Texas’s
white primary law pursuant to the Fourteedimendment, Texas enacted another law that

authorized political parties to set their own vatealifications. Pursuant to that law, the Texas

4 David Montejano, Anglos and Mexicans in the Making of Texas, 1836-1986 at p.144 (1986).
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Democratic Party enacted a rule that only wpaeple could vote in its primary. The Supreme
Court struck down that law ih932, holding that it violated ¢hFourteenth Amendmen&ee
Nixon v. Condon286 U.S. 73, 89 (1932).

162. 1In 1918, Texas enacted a law to eliminate inrgrs at the polls, and the following year
the State enacted a requirement that electfbcials communicate only in English at polling
places.

163. After the Supreme Court iHarper v. Virginia Board of Elections383 U.S. 663 (1966)
invalidated the poll tax, therft Senate bill of th first Texas legislative session in 1966
required voters to register annually. In 1971, af@dmurt invalidated that requirement, as it
had disenfranchised over a million Texans who would otherwise have been permitted to vote.
Beare v. Smith321 F. Supp. 1100, 1108 (S.D. Tex. 19%tld sub nom.Beare v. Briscoe
498 F.2d 244 (5th Cir. 1974).

164. Additionally, in the early 1900s, Texas Rargy@liscouraged Latinos from voting by
actively investigating themna intimidating would-be voters, suggesting that they would
imprison those voters if they were illiterat&he mere presence of armed Rangers at polling
stations also intimidated Latino voters.

165. As aresult of Texas’s discriminatory efferonly 44.4% of Texas Latinos were registered
to vote in 1972, whereas 73.4% of Anglos were registered at that See.Patinp239 F.
Supp. 3d at 683.

166. In 1975, Texans testified before Congress mdigg the discrimination Latinos that faced
in the state. That testimony highlighted tfet more Latinos in the state lived below the
poverty line than did Anglos, and Latinos expaced far worse edational opportnities.

Those societal effectthe testimony emphasized, were thsult of the many discriminatory
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practices designed by Texas é@gclude Latinos from civic engagement. The testimony

emphasized that Anglos continued to intimidatdgino voters at the polls. For example,

Latinos that had registeredote were not placed on votingts, electionydges selectively

and deliberately invalidated batt cast by Latinos, and offads refused to aid Latino voters

who could not read or speak English. Furtlitbe testimony highligled that there were

widespread economic threats aa@rcion by Anglos directed batino voters, causing Latinos

in Texas to fear economic remlidy Anglos in the commuryit which resulted in low voter

registration and turn out among Latino voteEs/en law enforcement officials harassed and

intimidated Latino voters, making excessivel amnecessary appearaneggolling places

and at times actually teatening Latino voters.

167.

Texas’s history of officialdiscrimination in the election process—stretching back to

Reconstruction—Iled to the State’s inclusioraavered jurisdiction when, on September 25,

1975, Section 5 of the Voting Rights tAaf 1965 was amended and extendedlLAC, 548

U.S. at 440. Since then, the Department diceibas frequently intposed objections against

Texas and its subdivisiomgirsuant to Section 5See id.

168.

In 2011, the Texas Legislature enacted what at the time was the nation’s strictest voter

identification law. A federakcourt concluded that, in lightf the social and historical

conditions that caused unequal opportunitieBlack and Latino voters in Texas compared

to Anglo voters, the law produced an impegsibble discriminatory effect under the Voting

Rights Act. Veasey v. Perry71 F. Supp. 3d 627, 698 (S.D. Tex. 204fd in part, vacated

in part, remanded sub nonV.easey v. Abbqt?96 F.3d 487 (5th Cir. 201%)n reh’g en banc

830 F.3d 216 (5th Cir. 2016). As the court niotand the Fifth Circuit affirmed, the law had

not by chance disproportionately affected Rland Latino voters; rather, it had “done so by
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its interaction with the vestiged past and current discrimination,” resulting in the denial or
abridgment of the right to vote based on raw#or, or membership in a language minority
group. Id.

169. In every redistricting cycle sce 1970, either the U.S. Depaént of Justice or a federal
court has concluded that Texas discriminateiregy Latino voters in wiation of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, including in the rbrecent redistricting cycléR?erez 253 F. Supp. 3d at
888;see also Patina230 F. Supp. 3d at 721.

170. In the 2011 redistricting cycle, the U.S.sbict Court for the District of Columbia
concluded that Texas had disomated against Latino and otheninority voters with the
redistricting plans it enacted in 2011 foretfexas House, Texas Senate, and Congress,
emphasizing that Texas had enacted attl¢éas Senate and congressional maps with
discriminatory purpose, and accordinglyngi preclearance for all three planfexas v.
United States887 F. Supp. 2d 133, 178 (D.D.C. 2012acated and remanded on other
grounds 570 U.S. 928 (2013).

171. Texas's long history of discrimination agaibatinos in voting was@ompanied by public
and private discrimination agat Latinos throughout the staite the areas of education,
employment and public accommodations, inatgdisegregated schools, juries, housing,
restaurants, parks, swimming pools, movieatiers and cemeteries. The legacy of this
discrimination takes the form of lower socioromic status experiencéy Texas Latinos, as
well as lower rates of registration and votinglayinos compared to Anglos. The lower rates

of education, personal income and politicattiggpation by Latinos occurs in the geographic

5> Although the district court opinion was vacated in lighBbélby County v. Holde570 U.S. 529

(2013), the Fifth Circuit noted that “the opiniormsvnot vacated on the merits and remains factually
relevant as a contemporary example of State-sponsored discrimination based on the finding of a three-
judge federal court,Veasey v. Abbqt830 F.3d 216, 257 n.54 (5th Cir. 2016) (en banc).
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areas where Plaintiffs complain that Texdstdd Latino voting strengtin its 2021 statewide
redistricting plans: El Paso and West Tex@suth Texas, Central Xas, Harris County and
the DFW Metroplex.

B. Texas’s 2020 House, Senate, Congressional and SBOE Maps

172. Texas’s congressional and stkggislative maps used ingt2020 election were created to
remedy findings of minority vote dilution ithe previous redtricting cycle. See Abbott v.
Perez 138 S. Ct. 2305, 2316-17, 2330 (2018).

173. In 2011, Texas enacted Texas House, Sendt&BOE redistrictingplans during the 82nd
Legislature’s regular ses®. In a subsequentepal session that samgear, the Legislature
adopted a congressional rediging plan. At that time Texas was required to obtain
preclearance under Sectibrof the Voting Rights Act of 196Before it could implement its
redistricting plans; only the erntad SBOE redistricting plareceived preclearance and went
into effect for the 2012 election.

174. When Texas failed to secure preclearafge its House, Senate and congressional
redistricting plans, thBerezcourt created intén maps for the 2012 election. In those maps,
the Perezcourt redrew certain distriefpursuant to instructions frothe U.S. Supreme Court.
Both the congressional and Texas House coantrdiredistricting plans departed significantly
from the State’s 2011 plans andaolged at least 8 of the 8ngressional districts and 21
districts in the plan for the Texas Houdd. at 2316. In 2017, following trial, tHeerezcourt
concluded that the State-enatf011 State House and congresal plans unlawfully diluted
minority voting strength and intentionalljiscriminated against minority voterd?erez v.
Abbott 250 F. Supp. 3d 123, 218-19 (W.D. Tex. 20P8rez v. Abbot253 F. Supp. 3d 864,

972 (W.D. Tex. 2017)Texas did not appeal those rulings.
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175. In 2013, Texas enacted tRerezcourt’s interim remedial plans, with some changes to the
Texas House plan. Following another trial, Begezcourt concluded that one of those changes
by Texas, to House District 90, was an unconstital racial gerrymander. The U.S. Supreme
Court affirmed that rulingid. at 2334-35, and thieerezcourt redrew House District 90 in
May 2019 to remedy the cortsttional violation.

176. Thus, as recently as 2019, a federal courtengdFexas district bound&s to cure racial
discrimination. Neverthelessshory repeated itself in the Xa&s Legislature in 2021.

C. Results of the 2020 Census

177. On March 12, 2020, the U.S. Census Bureammenced the 2020 Census. The following
day, President Donald J. Trump declarde global pandemic COVID-19 a national
emergency. As a result of the COVID-19 pande the Census Bureau suspended field
operations until July 2020. Despite U.S. Coenoe Department Secretary Wilbur Ross’s
initial support of an extension, the Census Burended its door-to-dooperations on October
15, 2020.

178. On April 26, 2021, the U.S. Secretary @dmmerce delivered ¢h2020 Census state
population counts to the €ident for the purpose of apporting the seats in the U.S. House
of Representatives.

179. On August 12, 2021, the U.S. Secretary ofifdwerce published the Xas redistricting

data file’

6U.S. Census Bureau, “2020 Census ApportionmesuRs Delivered to the President,” available at
https://www.census.gov/newsrofpress-releases/2021/2020-cenapportionment-results. htr{llast
visited Oct. 14, 2021).

" U.S. Census Bureau, “2020 Census Statisticsligiyh_ocal Population Changes and Nation’s Racial
and Ethnic Diversity- U.S. Census Bureau Deliv2asa for States to Begin Redistricting Efforts,”
available ahttps://www.census.gov/newsroom/preskeases/2021/population-changes-nations-
diversity.html(last visited Oct. 14, 2021).
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180. The redistricting data revealed that thexd® House, Senate, congressional and SBOE
districts used in the 2020eeftion needed to be redrawn.

181. According to the 2020 Census, the total population of Texas is 29,145,505. That figure
represents a significant incssafrom a decade ago, when the 2010 Census reported a total
population of 25,145,561. Texas experienced thd-targest percent arease in population
of any state in the United States, and it isdhly state to gain two cgressional seats in the
2020 congressional apportionment. Beginniridp Whe 2022 election, Texas voters will elect
38 members to the United States House of Representatives.

182. According to the 2020 Census, the Latino population of Texas is 11,441,717. Latinos
constitute 50% of the total population gitbmin Texas between 2010 and 2020. Latinos are
now 39.3% of Texas’s population, and Angkre now 39.7% of the state’s population (a
decrease from 45.3% a decade ago). Thenbatitizen voting age population of Texas is
29.9% of the total citizewoting age population.

183. The pattern of strong Latino population growétative to Anglo population growth was
consistent across the state. For examplBgixar County, the Latinpopulation increased by
184,000, and the Anglo population increasedohly 16,609; in Dallas County, the Latino
population increased by 151,895, and the Anglo djmul decreased by 59,706; and in Harris
County, the Latino population increased by 363, and the Anglo population decreased by
40,053.

184. In the new redistricting maps, the ideal p@ian is: 194,303 for a State House district;
940,178 for a State Senate distrir66,987 for a congressiordibktrict; and 1,943,034 for an

SBOE district.
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D. The Legislature adopts new redistrictingplans during a special session called by
Defendant Abbott.

185. The Texas Legislature convened itsBRegular Session on January 12, 2021, and
adjournedsine dieon May 31, 2021. The Legislature did motact redistricting plans during
this time because the Census Bureau had noelestsed the redistriaty data file for Texas.

186. The U.S. Secretary of Commerce publishedréalstricting data fe for Texas on August
12, 2021, more than ten weeks after the clogbhef egislature’s 87th Regular Session.

187. On August 31, 2021, in its second special sesshe 87th Texas Legislature passed Senate
Bill 1, a controversial new law that prohibicertain voting methods adopted during the
COVID-19 pandemic (such as 24-hour and driverthioting), restrictassistance to limited
English proficient and disabled voters, andtpbits certain assistaa to mail voters.

188. On September 7, 2021, Defendant Abbott ameed a third speciaession of the 87th
Texas Legislature to address redistrictifighe third special session began on September 20,
2021.

189. Shortly before the special session odisticting commenad, on September 16, 2021,
Lieutenant Governor Dan Petk, speaking on a national nelmoadcast, espoused the Great
Replacement theory, a white supremacist tenetibids that the government seeks to replace
Anglos with people of color.More specifically, Lieutenant Gousor Patrick stated that “a
revolution has begun,” elaboratitigat Latino migrants who arrideat the border, “[a]t least
in 18 years, even if they all don't become @tz before then and can vote, in 18 years every
one of them has two or three children, you&king about millions and millions and millions
of new voters, and they will thank the Detnats and Biden for bringing them here.”
Lieutenant Governor Patrick adtlé'Who do you think they are gag to vote for? So this is

trying to take over our countryitiout firing a shot. That is vat is happening . . . [T]his is
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denying us our government that’s run by our crigzwith illegals who are here, who are gonna
take our educatin, our healthcarée®”

190. Following a highly compresseddmslative process characteed by departures from
normal procedure and substantive consitlema, on October 15 arib, 2021, the Legislature
adopted redistricting plans for the Texas Ho(Rlan H2316), SenatBlan S2168) and SBOE
(Plan E2106); on October 18, 2021, the Legisafanopted a redistting plan for Congress
(Plan C2193). On October 25, 2021, Defendanibott signed the redistting plans that
adopted the Texas House, Texas &&raongress, and the Texas SBOE.

E. Legislative History of the Challenged Plans.

1. Texas House Plan

191. On September 30, 2021, Texas Represemtaliodd Hunter filed House Bill 1, a
redistricting plan for the Texas House. Thesuing officer referredhe bill to the House
Redistricting Committee the same day.

192. After the committee held a public hearing on House Bill 1 on October 4, 2021, the next
day Representative Hunter introduced a committee substitute for the bill, and the committee
voted out the bill the same day.he committee did not hold a#ring on the substitute bill
before voting it out oEommittee; as eesult, there was no opporttynfor public testimony on
the substitute bill.

193. On October 12, 2021, the full House heard House Bill 1 on second reading. On October

13, 2021, the Texas House passed House Bill 1 amhitigereading and reported the bill to the

8 Justin Baragonarhe Daily Beast‘Texas Lt. Guv spews racist ‘Great Replacement’ theory on Fox: ‘A
revolution has begun,™ available at https://www.thiigbeast.com/texas-It-gov-dan-patrick-spews-racist-
great-replacement-theory-on-fox-news (Sept. 17, 2021).

% The House Redistricting Committee is also mefe to as the “House Committee on Redistricting.”
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Senate. On October 15, 2021, the Senatei@p@ommittee on Redistricting held a public
hearing on House Bill 1 and vatehe bill out of committee.The full Senate passed House
Bill 1 that same day and adopted Plan H2316.

2. Texas Senate and SBOE Plans

194. On September 18, 2021, Texas Senator Joamtdufffiled Senate Bill 4, a redistricting
plan for the Texas Senate.

195. On September 20, 2021, Senator Huffman fileda®e Bill 7, a redistricting plan for the
SBOE. That same day, the Lieutenant Goveraterred Senate Bills 4 and 7 to the Senate
Special Committee on Redistriainand the committee issuedhearing notice for both bills
for September 24, 2021.

196. However, the evening before the committesdd its hearing, Senator Huffman filed a
committee substitute for Senate Bill 4. As a result, most witnesses were deprived of the
opportunity to analyze the committee substitute modify their testimony before the hearing
the following day.

197. On September 24 and 25, 2021, the Senate Special Committee on Redistricting held a
public hearing on both bills. The committested out both bills on September 28, 2021.

198. On October 4, 2021, the Texas Senate passed both bills.

199. On October 11, 2021, the House RedistmigtCommittee held a public hearing on both
bills, and that same day, the committee vatatiboth bills. On October 15, 2021, the full
House passed Senate Bills 4 and 7, sidgpgPlans S2168 arie2106, respectively.

3. Congressional Plan

200. On September 27, 2021, Senator Huffman figmhate Bill 6, a redistricting plan for

congressional districts, and theutenant Governor referredehill to the Senate Special
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Committee on Redistricting.

201. On September 30, 2021, the Senate Speciaimittee on Redistricting held a public
hearing on Senate Bill 6 and left it pendir@@n October 4, 2021, the Senate Special Committee
on Redistricting held a publitearing on committee amendments for Senate Bill 6 and voted
out a committee substitute. On October 8, 2024 futl Senate passed Senate Bill 6. That
same day, the House received the bill, andptesiding officer referred it to the House
Redistricting Committee.

202. On October 13, 2021, the House Redistrictmmmittee held a public hearing on the bill
and voted it out.

203. On October 16, 2021, the full House adopted several amendments to Senate Bill 6 and
passed the bill on the second reading.

204. On October 17, 2021, the House passed thendetkversion of Senate Bill 6 on the third
reading, and the Senate refused to concur with the amendments. That same day, Senate Bill 6
was referred to a conference committee, and the Senate and House appointed conferees.

205. On October 18, 2021, the Legislature adopted Plan C2193.

F. The Legislature departed from its nemal procedures and normal substantive
considerations during redistricting.

206. The 87thTexas Legislature’s adoption ofdPls H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 included
departures from normal proceduresd departures from normalbstantive consetations in
redistricting.

207. For example, both the Texas House Redishg Committee andhe Senate Special
Committee on Redistricting offerdittle advance notice of thelrearings on the redistricting
bills. On the night before the Senate Special Committee on Redistricting’s hearing on the

proposed Senate map, Senator Huffman, the S®eatistricting Committee Chair, released a
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committee substitute for Senate Bill 4, and tleet day the committee held a hearing on the
committee substitute. On October 4 the Senate voted to suspend the printing rule for the Senate
and SBOE plans. The printing rule guaranteas ¢lrery Senator will receive a paper copy of

the bill on their desk to allow for review tfe bill. The Senate passed the Senate and SBOE
plans on second and third readings the sametdaprinting rule was suspended. The House
Redistricting Committee held a public hiegr on the Texas House redistricting map on
October 4, 2021 but on October 5, 2021, Represeatadlunter, the House Redistricting
Committee Chair, introduced a committee s for House Billl and took no public
testimony. The committee voted out the committee substitute within 15 minutes. On October
12, 2021, the House Redistricting Committee preslidnly 24-hour notice for a public hearing

on the proposed congressional redistrictingp raad allowed only 12 hours for the public to
register for virtual testimony.

208. House Redistricting Committee Chairman Hurdet not allow for epert witnesses to
testify as invited testimony at any of the puliiearings, despite a joint letter to Chairman
Hunter from republican and democratic mensbtr allow for this type of testimony. On
October 16, 2021, the full Houseagded several amendmentsthe proposed congressional
redistricting map and provided no opportyrfor public input on the amendments.

209. Statements from the House and Senate comenithairs reveal departures from the normal
and required substantive standaddiring the redistrigig process. For example, Senator Joan
Huffman, who authored the State Senate and SB@gs and chairs the Senate Redistricting

Committee, told lawmakers and the publiattthe maps were “drawn blind to racde.”

10 Acacia CoronaddAssociated Pres&Texas GOP advances new maps that would tighten slipping
grip,” available abttps://apnews.com/article/stin-texas-race-and-ethnicity-racial-injustice-elections-
4a40e921b8cec9449e24ed5adc63 7@ t. 17, 2021).
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210. Similarly, State Representatif@dd Hunter, who authoredelState House map and chairs
the House Redistricting Committaeld lawmakers and the public that the House map created
and evaluated majority-minority districtsdesl on voting age population, instead of citizen
voting age population, because citizen voting pgjeulation data is “not the same [as those]
based on census numbets.”

211. These statements by the House and Senatemittee chairs constitute significant
departures from normal substantive considenstibecause, in previous redistricting cycles,
bill sponsors, redistricting committee chainsdaother members of legislative leadership
acknowledged the need to exam citizen voting age populati, as well as the impact of
boundary changes on voters of different raceantegral to the redtricting process and
compliance with the federal Voting Rights Act.

212. Throughout the process, membefshe Legislature, civil ghts advocates and community
members warned the legislative leadershat the proposed plans violated minority voting

rights, but the Legislature did not acceptemtments that would cure the identified

deficiencies.

1. Texas House Plan

213. During its hearing on October 4, 2021, thxd®House Redistricting Committee failed to
allow any invited testimony, which provides an ogpoity for a legislative committee to hear
from subject matter experts. AdditionalBt, the beginning of thkearing, Committee Chair
Representative Todd Hunter announced thatcthmmittee would vote éhbill out at the end

of the hearing, which forecloseahy possibility that the conittee would reevaluate the plan

11 cassandra PollocRexas Tribung“Texas House committee adwaes proposed map for lower

chamber,” available dtttps://www.texastribune.orq/2021/10/@xas-house-redistricting-committee-
map/(Oct. 5, 2021).
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or make changes based on witness testimony.

214. Chair Hunter also limited his bill layout for House Bill 1 to one hour and did not allow
committee members to ask him questions durirghthl layout. Instead, Chair Hunter told
committee members that they could submit writjaastions to him and that he would respond
to them either after theslring or on the House floor.

215. On October 5, 2021, the House Redistrgti@ommittee reconvened for 15 minutes.
During that time, Chair Hunter introduced arguittee substitute for House Bill 1 but did not
allow any testimony. The committee voted outghbstitute bill at the end of the hearing.

216. On October 13, 2021, the House passed Housé.Bilhe House sent the bill to the Senate
that same day, and the Lieutenant Governierired the bill to the Senate Special Committee
on Redistricting. On October 15, 2021, the SeBgecial Committee on Redistricting held a
public hearing on House Bill 1. The hearingdasiess than one hour, and the committee voted
out the bill at the end of the hearing.

217. The Senate then suspended a rule for thdaeguder of businesspting out House Bill
1 the same day.

2. Texas Senate and SBOE Plans

218. On September 20, 2021, the Senate Specialniitiee on Redistricting issued a hearing
notice for Senate Bills 4 and 7, settingearing on both bills for September 24, 2021.

219. Senator Huffman filed a substitute forraée Bill 4 on September 23, 2021, the night
before the hearing.

220. On September 24 and 25, 2021, the Senate Special Committee on Redistricting held a
public hearing on Senate Bill 7 and the commisiglestitute for Senate Bill 4. The committee

voted out both bills on September 28, 2021.
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221. On October 4, 2021, the full Senate voted tgpsmd the printing rule for Senate Bills 4
and 7. That same day, the Senate passtudbills on the second and third readings.

222. On October 11, 2021, the House Redistrictimgnmittee held a public hearing on Senate
Bills 4 and 7. The committee did not allow for invited testimony on either bill during the
hearing, and Committee Chair Hunter limited Iii§ layout time for each bill to 30 minutes.

At the beginning of the hearing, Chair Henannounced that tle@mmittee would vote out
both bills at the end of the hearing, amy antroduced committee amendments would occur
during the hearing. That same d#ne committee voted out both bills.

223. Chair Hunter’'s announcements changed noprmatedure. Typically, committees do not
hear and vote on bills on the same day, and Yotastroduced amendments are set for a later
time. The normal procedure gives the committee members sufficient time to review the
amendments before voting on them and the BHius, because of these changes in procedures,
committee members and the public lacked timereview sufficiently the bills and any
proposed amendments.

3. Congressional Plan

224. On October 12, 2021, the House Redistrict®gmmittee issued a notice for a public
hearing on Senate Bill 6, setting the hearingtiervery next day. The committee thus gave
only 24-hours notice of the hearing. The caiter also provided only 12 hours for the public
to register to give virtuakstimony at the hearing.

225. At the public hearing on October 13, 2021, Ch&inter limited the bill layout to just one
hour. At the beginning of the hearing, Chdimter announced that the committee would vote
out the bill at the end of the hearing and tihatould not considecommittee amendments

until after public testimony. Técommittee did not allow invited testimony. That same day,
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the committee voted out the bill.

G. The Legislature’s 2023 ratificationof the State House and Senate plans

226. Following the directive in Article Ill, 8ction 28 of the Texas Constitution, which
requires the Texas Legislatureapportion legislative distits during the “first regular
session following the publicatiasf a United States decenn@dnsus”, the Texas Legislature
“ratified” the 2021 State House and Senate radtstg plans in the 2023 regular legislative
session.

227. On March 16, 2023, the Texas Senate Spé&unahmittee on Redistricting held a public
hearing on Senate Bill 375 (“SB 375”), which figiil Senate Plan 2168twout any changes.
SB 375 provides:

The districts used to elect memberstltd Texas Senate in 2022, established by
Chapter 5 (SB 4), Acts of the 87tbegislature, 3rd Called Session, 2021
(PLANS2168 in the Texas Legislature's stdcting system), are hereby ratified
and adopted as the permanent districts tsetect members of the Texas Serate.

228. On March 23, 2023, the Texas Senate $pp€tdpmmittee on Redistricting Committee
favorably reported without amendment SB 375. On April 3, 2023, the Texas Senate passed
SB 375 on second and third reading after aeusipn of the rules. On April 27, 2023, the
Texas House Redistricting Committee haldublic hearing o8B 375 and favorably
reported the plan without amendmentdWay 4, 2023. On May 19 and 22, 2023, the Texas

House passed SB 375 on second and tkeadings. SB 375 became effective on June 18,

2023, without Governor Bbott’s signature.

12 S.B. 375, 88th Reg. Sess., available on p. 1 of:
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/88R/billtext/pdf/SB00375F.pdf#navpanes=0
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229. On April 5, 2023, the Texas House of Repréatves Redistricting Committee, chaired
by Representative Drew Darby, held a lpmbearing on House Bill 1000 (“HB 10007),
which ratified the 2021 House Plan H2316 without any changes.

HB1000 provides:

The districts used to elect membershef Texas House of Representatives in
2022, established by Chapter 1 (HB 1), Aaftishe 87th Legislature, 3rd Called
Session, 2021 (PLANH2316 in the Texas Legjigle’ s redistritng system), are
hereby ratified and adopted as the districged to elect mebers of the Texas
House of Representativés.

230. On April 13, 2023, HB 1000 received a favorabdport without amendment from the
Texas House Redistricting Committee. &pril 26 and 27, 2023, HB 1000 passed on second
and third readings in the Texas House. My 4, 2023, the Texas Senate Special Committee
on Redistricting held a publicearing on HB 1000 and favorahlgported theplan without
amendments. On May 19, 2023, the Texas Seraased HB 1000 on second and third reading.
Governor Abbott signed HB 1000, the figtation of House Plan 2316, on June 12, 2023.

231. The Texas Legislature’s 2023 ratdtion of the State Hous@@ Senate redistricting plans
made no changes to H2316 and S2168, and cdane@rd the legislatie intent of the 2021
Texas Legislature in creaag and enacting thosedistricting plans.

H. The Challenged Map for State Hoise of Representatives (Plan H2316).

232. The redistricting plan for the Texas HouseRaipresentatives canhs 150 districts.

233. The benchmark House plan included 33 distrigith a majority Hispanic citizen voting
age population (“CVAP”").

234. Plan H2316 reduces the number of Hisp&NMAP majority districts from 33 to 30.

B HB 1000, 88th Reg. Sess., available on p. 1 at
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/8R&iRItext/pdf/HB01000F. pdf#navpanes=0
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235. However, the Latino population of Texassgsfficiently numerous and geographically
compact to constitute the majority of the CVARitrleast 35 Texas House districts—or at least
two more Latino opportunity districts than the benchmark plan and five more than the
enacted Plan H2316.

236. Thus, at least 35 House districts can be cdest@ exas that offer Latino voters an equal
opportunity to elect theicandidate of choice.

237. Despite the dramatic growth of the Latipopulation in Texas sge 2010, the failure of
Plan H2316 to create at least three additionahbaitizen voting age majority House districts
statewide discriminates against Latino votdrsth in effect and has the purpose of
discriminating against Latinam the basis of race.

238. In addition to failing to create new LatinGCVAP majority districts where required,
redistricters reduced Latino vogrstrength in HCVAP majoritdistricts in Plan H2316 such
that Latinos either lack an equal opporturtityelect their candidate of choice or will be
unequally burdened in the et@m process: HD37 and HD118.

239. Further, Plan H2316 over- amehder-populates House distrigtsEl Paso, the Upper Rio
Grande, the Panhandle and the area ofir@migTom Green County purposefully to
disadvantage voters on the basis of race and region.

1. The Texas Legislature Failed to Cre@ Three Additional Latino Opportunity
Districts in Plan H2316.

a. Additional Latino Opportunity House District in Northwest Harris County

240. In Harris County, the Latino population ieased by 363,169 over tpast decade. By
comparison, the Anglo population in Harris Coudecreased by 40,053 over that same period.

241. Within the northwest portion of the county, time area that includeportions of enacted

HD126, HD138, HD139, HD140, HD145, and HD148 (PH2316), the Latino population is
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sufficiently numerous and geographically comgactonstitute the majority of the CVAP in
at least one additional House district.

242. The table below shows that there is a sidfit Latino population toreate an additional
Latino opportunity district, as indicated by the HCVAdures for each of the districts in Plan

H2316 from which the new additional district can be crafted:

District in Plan H2316 HCVAP!
HD126 20.4%
HD138 27.1%
HD139 29.0%
HD140 70.7%
HD145 54.4%
HD148 39.4%

243. The Latino citizen voting age population this area is compact and lives in the
neighborhoods of Northside / Northline, Hisd¥alley and North Houston, among others.
Nevertheless Plan H2316 fractures the Latopulation and fails to create an additional
Latino citizen voting age majoritouse district in this area.

244. LULAC Demonstrative District 138 showene possible version of such a Latino

opportunity district:

Y Hevap figures for districts in Plan H2316 are from the Texas Legislative Council;
https://data.capitol.texas.gov/dataset/71af633c-21bF#@48-4fe95593a89ksource/f54d7dad702-4e0b-a026-
ea2e9cef6823/download/planh2316 r119 acs1620 election2(asiciccessed: June 6, 2022).
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245. LULAC Demonstrative District 138 is more mpact than District 148 Plan H2316 and
is consistent with traditional stiricting principles such as m&ining communities of interest
and traditional boundaries.

246. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 51.5%.

247. Additionally, Latino voters LULAC DemonstratvDistrict 138 are politically cohesive.
Within the geographic area of LULAC Demaragive District 138, bivariate analysis
demonstrates that a large majority of Latiraters support the same candidate, including in

the following elections:

Latino Approximate Percent of Latinos
Election Candidate of Who Voted for the Latino
Choice Candidate of Choice
2018 General - Land Commissioner Miguel Sugzo 68.4%
2020 General - Supreme Court Placg 8 Gisela Trigna 65.54%
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2018 General - Governor

Lupe Valder

NI

67.46%

2016 General - Supreme Court Placg 5

Dori Garza

69.47%

248. Further,

in enactedHD138, Harris County, and ¢h area surrounding LULAC

Demonstrative District HD138, Agtos bloc vote against tiao candidates of choice.

Multivariate analysis demonstrates that adampjority of Anglo voters support the candidate

who is not preferred by Latino voters, includimgthe following elections in certain enacted

districts that correspond to tpeoposed new Latino opportunity dist in this area. Because

of the existence of minily opportunity districts in the are@hich are specifically designed to

provide minority electoral opportunity, the Anditoc vote may not defeat the Latino preferred

candidate:
Enacted HD126 (Plan H2316)
Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggjate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Land| Suazo 26.66% No
Commissioner
2020 General - Castaneda 28.16% No

Railroad
Commissioner

Enacted HD138 (Plan H2316)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Candidate of Choice

Did the Latino

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Triana 21.34% No
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Supreme Court

2018 General - Valdez 21.14% No
Governor

Enacted HD139 (Plan H2316)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gr?:igg:iate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2020 General - Castaneda 25.55% Yes
Railroad Commissior]

2018 General - Land| Suazo 23.5% Yes
Commissioner

Enacted HD148 (Plan H2316)

Approximate
. . Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggiate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2020 General - Triana 26.73% Yes
Supreme Court

2018 General - Valdez 38.02% Yes
Governor

249. In this area, Anglos vote sufficiently as a blocenable them, in the absence of special
circumstances, such as a Latino candidatming unopposed, or the creation of a remedial
minority opportunity district, usually to st Latino voters’ mferred candidates.

250. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in thisrea having lower political pécipation than Anglos. For

example, in Harris County, the Latino votegistration rate lags behind the Anglo voter
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registration rate.

251. In addition to lower voter registration ratdsgtinos in Harris County fare worse than
Anglos in the county along a number of socaeamic indicators. For example, for every
$1.00 of value for a White-owned home inrH& County, Latino-owned homes in Harris
County are worth $0.70. Latinos also fare wdhss do Whites in Harris County in terms of
college graduation rates, median householdnmecand home ownership. The lower socio-
economic status of Latinos in Harris County impdireir ability to partipate in the electoral
process.

252. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgrdistrict in Northwest Harris County in
Plan H2316 dilutes Latino voting strength anahide Latinos an equal opportunity to elect

their candidates of choice.

b. Additional Latino Opportunity House District in Southeast Harris County

253. Additionally, in southeast Harris County, inetlarea that includegortions of enacted
HD129, HD131, HD144, HD145, and HD147 (RI&2316), the Latino population is
sufficiently numerous and geographically comgactonstitute the majority of the CVAP in
at least one other addihal House district.

254.  The table below shows that there is a sidftly large Latino population in this area to
create an additional Latino opportunity districtjredicated by the HCVAP figures for each of

the districts in Plan H2316 from which thew additional districtan be crafted:

District in Plan H2316 HCVAP
HD129 22.9%
HD131 36.5%
HD144 66.4%
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HD145 54.4%

HD147 26.4%

255. The Latino citizen voting age population this area is compact and lives in the
neighborhoods of Gulfton, Gulfgate Riverviewihe Valley, Golfcrest Bellfort / Reveille
and Greater Hobby, among others. Nevéege Plan H2316 fractures Latino population
across the above-mentioned enacted distriatisfaifs to create a ltgo citizen voting age
majority House district in that area.

256. LULAC Demonstrative District 129 showene possible version of such a Latino

opportunity district (@ thick black outline):

257. LULAC Demonstrative District 129 is more mpact than District 145 Plan H2316 and
is consistent with traditional stiricting principles such as m&ining communities of interest

and traditional boundaries.
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258. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 51.2%
259. Additionally, Latino voters in this area are pialally cohesive. Within the geographic area
of LULAC Demonstrative Districtl29, bivariate analysis demarages that a large majority

of Latino voters support the same cantkdancluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General - Governor Lupe Valdez 82.39%

2020 General - Supreme Gisela Triana 66.59%
Court Place 8

2018 General - Land Miguel Suazo 85.62%
Commissioner

260. Further, in enactedHD129, Harris County, and ¢h area surrounding LULAC
Demonstrative District HD129, Aytos bloc vote against Lat candidates othoice. In
addition, multivariate analysis demonstrates thktrge majority of Anglo voters support the
candidate who is not preferred by Latino votersluding in the following elections in certain
enacted districts that correspaiodthe proposed new Latino opporiiyndistrict in this area.
Because of the existence ofmarity opportunity districts ithe area which are specifically
designed to provide minority electoral opportynthe Anglo bloc vote may not defeat the
Latino preferred candidate:

Enacted HD129 (Plan H2316)

. : Approximate Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggjate of Percent of Anglos | Candidate of Choice
Who Voted for the Win?
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Latino Candidate of

Commissioner

Choice
2018 General - Valdez 20.05% No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 23.95% No

Enacted HD131 (Plan H2316)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Castaneda 42.46% Yes
Railroad
Commissioner
2018 General - Land| Suazo 35.19% Yes

Enacted HD144 (Plan H2316)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Governor

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Castaneda 15.58% Yes
Railroad
Commissioner
2018 General - Valdez 16.61% Yes

103



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899  Filed 03/26/25 Page 104 of 172

Enacted HD145 (Plan H2316)

Approximate

Latino Candidate of Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Choice Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Triana 48.06% Yes
Supreme Court
2018 General - Land| Suazo 49.83% Yes

Commissioner

Enacted HD147 (Plan H2316)

Approximate

Latino Candidate of Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Choice Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Triana 54.13% Yes
Supreme Court
2018 General - Land| Suazo 54.62% Yes

Commissioner

261. In this area, Anglos vote sufficiently as a blocenable them, in the absence of special
circumstances, such as a Latino candidatming unopposed, or the creation of a remedial
minority opportunity district, usually to @eat Latino voters’ pferred candidates.

262. Moreover, as described above, the legacyagial discrimination against Latinos has
resulted in Harris County Latino voters in tlaisea having lower political participation than
Anglos as well as lower socio-@womic status which impairs their ability to participate in the
political process.

263. During the House floor debate on the Hai@ounty State House plan, Representative

Anchia complained that “Latino growth in Hies County accounted fdhe largest portion of
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the population increase over the entirety of tseédi@cade [and it's] the largest place of Latino
growth in the state" but thatapdrawers had lowered Spanish Surname Voter Registration in
two existing Latino oppounity districts.

264. The failure to draw an additional Latino mafyp district in Southeast Harris County in
Plan H2316 dilutes Latino voting strength anchide Latinos an equal opportunity to elect

their candidates of choice.

c. Additional Latino Opportunity House District in Central Texas

265. The Latino population in Central Texas along tH35 corridor in Caldwell, Guadalupe,
Hays and Travis counties is sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to constitute
the majority of Hispanic CVAP in at leashe additional House dristt, in the area that
includes enacted HD17, HD44, HD45, HD48, and HD51 (Plan H2316).

266. The table below shows that tkeis a sufficiently large Laib population in this area to
create an additional Latino opportunity districtjredicated by the HCVAP figures for each of

the districts in Plan H2316 from which thew additional districtan be crafted:

District in Plan H2316 HCVAP
HD17 26.7%
HD44 34.3%
HD45 38.8%
HD48 22.5%
HD51 45.2%

267. The Latino citizen voting age popation in this area is compadiving primarily in the |-
35 corridor between Seguin and Austin, barPH2316 fractures Laio population across the

above-mentioned enacted dissicdnd fails to create a Lat citizen votingage majority
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House district in that area.
268. LULAC Demonstrative District 44 showsne possible version of such a Latino

opportunity district (@ thick black outline):

269. LULAC Demonstrative District 446 as compact or more compact than the average district
in the enacted House plan andcisnsistent with traditional sliricting principles such as
maintaining communities of intereshd traditional boundaries.

270. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 52.4%

271. Additionally, Latinos in this area are potiilly cohesive. Within the geographic area
LULAC Demonstrative District 44, bivariate agails demonstrates that a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice
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2018 General- Governor Lupe Valdez 80.8%
2020 General-Supreme Coupt  Gisela Triana 80.76%
2018 General- Land Comm Miguel Suazo 77.47%

272. Further, in enacted HD44 atitk area surrounding LULAC Demonstrative District HD44,
Anglos bloc vote against Latinor@idates of choice. Multivarianalysis demonstrates that
a large majority of Anglo votsrin portions of this regionupport the candidate who is not
preferred by Latino voters, including in the folloy elections in certain enacted districts that
correspond to the proposed new Latino opportudistrict in this aea. Because of the
existence of minority opportunity districts iretlarea, the Anglo bloc vote may not defeat the
Latino preferred candidate:

Enacted HD17 (Plan H2316)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gr?:igg:iate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2020 Supreme Courtl  Triana 17.77% No
2018 General - Land| Suazo 15.77% No
Commissioner

Enacted HD44 (Plan H2316)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggjate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 13.45% No
Governor
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2018 General - Land
Commissioner

Suazo

9.77%

No

Enacted HD45 (Plan H2316)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 Supreme Court]  Triana 42.09% Yes
2018 General - Valdez 45.15% Yes
Governor
Enacted HD48 (Plan H2316)
Approximate
. . Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino (C:Zﬁgiggiate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2020 General - Castaneda 57.13% Yes
Railroad
Commissioner
2018 General - Land| Suazo 56.77% Yes

Commissioner

Enacted HD51 (Plan H2316)

Election

Latino Candidate of
Choice

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of
Choice

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice
Win?
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2018 General - Valdez 80.95% Yes
Governor

2018 General - Land| Suazo 83.91% Yes
Commissioner

273. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in thisrea having lower political piEcipation than Anglos. For
example, in this area, Latino voter registra lags behind Angleoter registration.

274. In addition to lower voter registration ratdsatinos in Travis County fare worse than
Anglos in the county along a humber of socm®mmic indicators. For example, in Travis
County, Latino households are five times mikely than Whites to receive food stamps,
Latinos are about half as likehs Whites are to have a batdr's degree or higher, Latino
households earn $0.67 for every $1.00 that Whaaseholds make, the median value of
Latino-owned homes is only $0.70 to every $1 fanke of Whites, and Latinos are more than
twice as likely as Whites to lack health irsoce. These socio-economic disparities impede
Latino ability to participate in the political process.

275. During the House floor debate the State House plan Representative Anchia introduced
an amendment that would address severaksssund “draw a majority HCVAP district in
Travis County” to which Representativeuiter opposed on the basis of pairings. The
amendment failed.

276. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgrdistrict in Central Texas in Plan H2316

dilutes Latino voting strength and denies Latiansqual opportunity to elect their candidates

of choice.
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2. Plan H2316 Intentionally Weakes Existing Latino CVAP Majority
Districts, Such That TheyNo Longer Afford Latinos an Equal Opportunity to
Elect Their Preferred Candidate.

a. House District 37

277. In the benchmarkiD37 is wholly contained in Cameron County on the U.S. Mexico Border.
HD37 has a long history of electitige Latino candidate of choic&rom 1991 to 2019, Rene
Oliveira held the seat for HEY. In 2018, Alex Dominguez defeatBdne Oliveria in a runoff
election.

278. Plan H2316 draws Willacy County and new portions of Cameron County into HD37.
Adding Willacy County to HD37 brings a largeogip of Latino voters tahe district with
historically low voterturnout rates. Aftethe Legislature enacted H2316 the incumbent in
HD37, Representative Dominguez, announced he would run for a different office.

279. In the benchmarldD37, Latinos voted cohesively. For example, in the 2018 general
election, Lupe Valdez received 73% of Latingport in her race for Governor. In the 2018
race for Land Commissioner, Miguel Suazo oagd 75% of Latino support. In the 2020
Supreme Court Seat 8 race, Gisela Trianaivede’5% of Latino Suppt In the 2020 race
for Railroad Commissioner, Chrystasianeda received 69% of Latino support.

280. The 2020 Census showed that HD37 needed 32,426 to meet the new ideal population.
Instead of simply adding that poputati mapdrawers moved 138,560 people into HD37 and
115,545 out of the district, shiftinggns of thousands more ctihsents than necessary to
achieve population equality.

281. As a result of mapdrawers changes to HCxB@, proportion of votes cast by Latinos in

HD37 decreased from 74.1% to 65.8%. In nunagtierms, votes cast by Latinos in HD37 in
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the 2020 general election increased by 3,326vatels cast by non-Latinos in HD37 increased
by 7,438.

282. As a result of this movement of geaghy into and out of HD37, Latino preferred
candidates receive far fewer votes. For examl the benchmark plan, Latino-preferred
candidate for the 2018 Supreme Court Seat 8, Grisela Triana, received 62.37% of the vote in
HD37, but received only 52.50% of the voteAlan H2316. In the 2018 Governor’s race,
Latino-preferred candidate Lupe Valdez ree€i®%8.08% of the vote in benchmark HD118 but
only 45.08% of the vote in the benchmarkpldn the 2018 land comissioner’s race, Latino-
preferred candidate Miguel Suazo recei&i13% of the vote in benchmark HD37, but
received only 48.5% of the vote in enacted HD37.

283. Accordingly, Plan H2316 no longer affords lads in HD37 an equal opportunity to elect
the candidate of their choice.

284. As demonstrated by the benchmark and emhconfigurations of HD37, Latinos are
sufficiently numerous and compact to ciitose the HCVAP mpority in HD37.

285. In HD37, Latinos are sufficiently numerousdacompact to comprise the citizen voting
age population majority. In benchmark HD3he HCVAP was 85.70%. In a proposed
repaired version of HD37, the HCVAP is 8%. The Latino community in a proposed
repaired version of HD37 is compact and $ive Cameron and Willacy County in the Rio
Grande Valley. LULAC Plaintiffs’ demonstraguwepaired HD37 similarly demonstrates that
Latinos can comprise the majority of CVAPardistrict that provides Latino voters an equal

opportunity to elect thepreferred candidate.
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of the proposed repaired versioihHD37, bivariate analysis demstrates that a large majority

of Latino voters support the same cantkdancluding in the following elections:

Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

2020 Supreme Court Seat 8 Triana 62.82%
2018 Governor Valdez 67.96%
2018 General - Land Suazo 69.65%

287.

special circumstances, such as a Latino aatdirunning unopposed, usually to defeat Latino

voters’ preferred candidates. Within enacted3MDmultivariate analysis demonstrates that a

Further, Anglos in this area vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable them, in the absence of

large majority of Anglo votersupport the candidate whonst preferred by Latino voters,
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Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Anglos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 Supreme Court Seat 8 Triana 32.46%
2018 Governor Valdez 17.94%
2018 General - Land Suazo 22.8%

Commissioner

288. The Anglo bloc vote usually overcomes thdiha bloc vote in enacted HD37, such that
the Latino candidate of choice loses. Foaraple, in the 2018 Governor’s Race in enacted
HD37, the Latino candidate of choice Lupeld&z loses, receiving only 45.08% of the total
vote, as a result of Anglo blaoting overcoming Latino bloc vatg. As another example, in
the 2018 land commissioner’s race, in ena¢t®87, the Latino candidate of choice Miguel
Suazo loses, receiving only 48.5%% of the totate, as a result of Anglo bloc voting
overcoming Latino bloc voting. Thus, in the ant districting, Anglovote sufficiently as a
bloc to enable them, in the absence of special circumstances, such as a Latino candidate
running unopposed, usually to defeatiha voters’ prefered candidates.
289. Further, Plan H2316 fractures the Latino popalaso that Latino vots are assigned to
other districts outside dhe enacted version of HD37.
290. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in this area having lopelitical participatbon than non-Latinos. For
example, although Latino citizens of votimgge made up 77.70% of the population in

benchmark HD37, Latinos cast only 65.80% of dallm the district in the 2020 general

election because Latino voter rsigation lags behind Anglo voteggistration in this area.
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291. In addition to lower voter registration ratésgtinos in Willacy County fare worse than
Anglos in the county along a number of s@donomic indicators. In Willacy County, Anglo
residents’ per capita income ($31,599) is hedouble the per capita income of Latinos.
Latino unemployment in Willacy County is more than 4.5 times higher than Anglo
unemployment (11.2% vs. 2.5%ndwhile 88.7% of Anglos ithe county graduated from
high school, only 67.3% of Latinos did so.

292. In addition, Latinos in South Texas, inding in HD37, bear the effects of past
discrimination which manifests itself in loweoter registration and tnout among Latinos.

293. The changes to HD37 had the intent affelat of diluting Latino voting strength.

294. During the House Redistricting Committee hegron the State House plan, Representative
Guillen, a Latino committee member whose district is in South Texas, offered an amendment
on behalf of all of the Rio Grande Valley dgdtion members. All of the Rio Grande Valley
delegation members are Latino. The amendnoey affected the districts of the Valley
delegation members and all of the delegattnembers agreed on the amendment. The
amendment did not change the minority compositiopartisanship of #hdistricts and relied
on Hispanic CVAP data. Representative Murreglgd to the amendment despite all of the
delegation members’ approval. When Represemt@dAnchia asked R@esentative Murr why
he opposed the amendment, Representative Midrttest he did not hae to provide a reason.
Representative Anchia noted that the Coneuitadopted, with veriittle discussion and
without objections, amendments from athéelegations, including for Collin County.
Chairman Hunter and Representative Mopposed the amendment without additional

rationale. The amendment failed.
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295. During the House floor debate on the Stdtaise plan, Representative Lozano, whose
district is not in the Rio Grande Valley tiaduced an amendment (Plan H2261) that would
affect House districts 35, 37, 38hich are three distts in the Rio Grand¥alley. He filed
the amendment ten minutes before the bieadand did not conduwith any of the
Representatives for those three districts. Remtasive Lozano is not a member of the Valley
delegation. Representative Mmguez, the representativer HD37, asked Representative
Lozano to consider an hour recess so Watley delegation could meet with him but
Representative Lozano refused. The amenduirenv the home of Representative Dominguez
out of HD37. Representative Lozano could point to any testimny during the House
Redistricting Committee hearirfgppm Cameron County residerttsat asked for the changes
made in his map and refused to pull dows dinendment despite objections from the Rio
Grande Valley delegation. The amendment was adopted.

c. House District 118

296. HD118 is located in south Bexar county.stdrically HD118 elect Latino candidates of
choice. Joe Farias represented HD118 fla®96 to 2015. Fariag’esignation in 2015
prompted a special election fAID118. Representative Johnjano won a special election in
2016 with low voter turnout, gaening 52.4% of only 3,589 votes calstit later that year, in
the general election, Lujan lostftarmer state Rep. Tomas Uresti.

297. The resignation of Rep. Leo Pacheco in Au@@21 prompted another special election for
HD118. On November 2, 2021 John Lujan wondbat by 286 votes in another low turnout
election.

298. The redistricting plan voted out of thetkse Redistricting Committee left HD118 largely

unchanged and reflected the plan agregdn by representatives from Bexar County.
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However, during the House floor debate, Rsentative Jacey Jetton of Fort Bend County
offered an amendment that reshaped HD Tt Bexar County delegation consists of ten
members; seven of the members are Latinoj®Adrican American, and two are white. The
two white members of the Bexar County delematroted in favor of the amendment and the
rest voted against (with the exception of anember, Representative Lujan, who was not
present). Nevertheless, the House adopted Jetton’s amendment over the Bexar County
members' objection, resulting iretlenacted version of HD118.

299. In the benchmark plan, Latinos voted cohesiveliarge majorities. For example, in the
2014 Lieutenant Governor's race, Leticica \EaPutte, received 86.63% of Latino support.
In the 2016 election for Supreme Court SéaGina Benavides received 88.66% of Latino
support. Latino preferred candida routinely garner moredh 75% of the Latino vote in
general elections in HD118.

300. Mapdrawers crafted HD 118 to weaken thetrtit in Plan H2316, with the goal of
protecting now-incumbent Rep. John Lujan who is not Latino preferred. By shifting
communities with high-turnout Latino votersut of HD118, and replacing them with
communities of low-turnout Latino voters amigher percentages of Anglos voters, Plan
H2316 renders ineffective adtorically Latino stronghold.

301. The total population for benchmark HD1@@s 185,915 -- a deviation from the new ideal
population of only 8,388 people. Nevertheléassrafting Plan H2316, mapdrawers moved
59,375 people into HD118 and 42,045 out of therdit, shifting almst a hundred thousand
more constituents than necessary to achieve population equality.

302. As aresult of map drawers' changes to HD i@ percentage 6fCVAP decreased from

67.5% to 55.9%. The number of Spanish sumaegistered voterSEVR) decreased from
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60.40% to 48.50%. Mapdrawers reduced theinbavote share (SSTO) by 11.8 percentage
points, from 55.70% to 43.90%.

303. The Legislature's changes to HD118 echo chatagek? in the previous redistricting cycle
that were found by the court in that case to have been intentionally discrimindtergz v.
Abbott 250 F. Supp. 3d 123 (W.D. Tex. 2017). that previous round of redistricting,
mapdrawers impermissibly focused on racenhgving low-turnout Hispnic voters into
HD117.1d.

304. As a result of this manipulation, curresriacted HD118 significaptidecreases votes for
Latino preferred candidates. For examplethie benchmark plan, Latrpreferred candidate
for the 2018 Supreme Court Seat 8, Griselang, received 55.7% dtiie vote in HD118, but
she receives only 49.3% of the vote in PldA316. As another example, in the 2018
Governor’s race, Latino-preferred candidatepé Valdez received 52.61% of the vote in
benchmark HD118, under the benchmark plaridsés under the enadteersion, with 45.6%
of the vote. In the 2018 land commissionedse, Latino-preferred candidate Miguel Suazo
received 54.13% in benchmark HD118, but logeder the enacted plan with 46.5% of the
vote.

305. Accordingly, Plan H2316 no longer affords lretts in HD118 an equal opportunity to elect
the candidate of their choice.

306. In HD118, Latinos are sufficiently numerousdacompact to comprise the citizen voting
age population majority. In benchmak118, the HCVAP was 67.50%. In a proposed
repaired version of HD118, the HCVAP7%.3%. LULAC Plaintiffs’ demonstrative
repaired HD118 similarly demonstrates that hasi can comprise the majority of CVAP in a

district that provide&atino voters an equal opportunity étect their preferred candidate.
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307. Additionally, Latino voters in this area are piaially cohesive. Within the geographic area

of the proposed repaired version of HD118yabiate analysis demonstrates that a large
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majority of Latino voters support the samadiaate, including in the following elections:

Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

2020 Supreme Court Seat 8 Triana 81.46%
2018 General Election - Valdez 80.47%
Governor

2018 General - Land Suazo 82.4%

308.

special circumstances, such as a Latino catdirunning unopposed, usually to defeat Latino

Further, Anglos in this area vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable them, in the absence of

voters’ preferred candidatedVithin enacted HD118, multivariagnalysis demonstrates that
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a large majority of Anglo votersupport the candidate whonist preferred by Latino voters,

including in the following elections:
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Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Anglos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 Supreme Court Seat 8 Triana 15.12%
2018 Governor Valdez 8.03%
2018 General - Land Suazo 7.35%

Page 119 of 172

Commissioner

309. The Anglo bloc vote usually overcomes the Latino bloc vote in enacted HD118, such that
the Latino candidate of choiceskes. For example, in 20Bpreme Court Seat 8 enacted
HD118, the Latino candidate of choice (Griseleifia) loses, receivingnly 49.3% of the total
vote, as a result of Anglo blaoting overcoming Latino bloc vatg. As another example, in
the 2018 Governor’'s race in enacted HD118, lthtino candidate of choice Lupe Valdez
loses, receiving only 45.6% of the total voés, a result of Anglo bloc voting overcoming
Latino bloc voting. Thus, in the ment districting, Anglos vote $ficiently as a bloc to enable
them, in the absence of special circumstanaash as a Latino candidate running unopposed,
usually to defeat Latino vers’ preferred candidates.

310. Further, Plan H2316 fractures the Latino popalasuch that Latinwoters are assigned
to other districts aiside of the enactedersion of HD118.

311. The changes to HD118 had the intent afifieice of diluting Latino voting strength.

312. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, adescribed above, has

resulted in Latino voters in this area having lopelitical participatbon than non-Latinos. For

example, although Latino citizens of votimge made up 55.90% of the population in
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benchmark HD118, Latinos cast only 43.90%% of ballo the districin the 2020 general
election because Latino voter rsigation lags behind Anglo voteggistration in this area.
313. In addition, Latinos in Bexar County beé#lne effects of past discrimination which
manifests itself in lower voteegistration and turnout among Lrads. For example, for every
$1.00 of value for a White-owned home inxBe County, Latino-owned homes in Bexar
County are worth $0.66. Latinos in Bexaoudbty lag behind Whites in percent college
graduates, median household income and peraéimthealth insuranceThe socioeconomic
disparities experienced by Latinos in Bexar Cguntpede their ability to participate in the

political process.

3. Plan H2316 over- and under-populates Hese districts in El Paso, the Upper
Rio Grande, original Tom Green County (1874) and the Panhandle
purposefully to disadvantage voters orthe basis of race and regionL@rios v.
Cox)

314. Plan H2316 overpopulates distadh ElI Paso County and thpper Rio Grande area of
West Texas as follows:

HD74 (+8,936)
HD75 (+6,202)
HD77 (+9,618)
HD78 (+9,483)
HD79 (+7,076)

315. Atthe same time, in the region of the Texas Panhandle, and extending south to include the
area of original Tom Green County (1874)aPH2316 under-populatesstticts as follows:
HD69 (-8,785)

HD71 (-2,986)
HD72 (-7,882)
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HD81 (-9,633)
HD82 (-6,627)
HD83 (-8,334)
HD84 (-6,779)
HD86 (-8,995)
HD87 (-6,855)
HD88 (-8,244)

316. Defendants’ systematic and deliberate owaerd under-population districts in these
regions deliberately favors the interests of communities and voters in the Texas Panhandle,
and extending south to include the area afinal Tom Green County, at the expense of
communities and voters in El Paso and tippé&l Rio Grande area of West Texas.

317. Although an overall population deviation of #3% is presumptively constitutional, here
mappers relied on ‘“illegitiate reapportionment factors.Marris v. Arizona Indep.
Redistricting Commn578 U.S. 253, 259 (2016). Defamds over- and under-populated
districts in these regions purposefully to weak atino voting strength, and to protect Anglo
incumbents. By overpopulating EI Paso Coumitguse districts, the drafters of H2316
minimized the number of Latino voters "spilleatit of EI Paso County who could have been
combined with other Latinos in South and We&sekas to create districts that offered Latnio
voters an equal opportunitg elect their candide of choice.

318. Thereis no numerical or lelgaason supporting the populatideviations across the House
districts identified above. Ehcrafters of H2316 were reqged to spill excess population out
of El Paso County in any event and legitimatesiderations would haved to the creation of

effective Latino HCVAP from El Paso to the iGoast. However, drafters of H2316 chose
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instead to preserve Anglo incumbencies byausmbpulating district$o the north and over-
populating House districts in El Pa€ounty and the Upper Rio Grande.

319. Defendants’ over- and under-population ofstdcts in these regions purposefully
minimizes Latino voting strength and Latino votexsility to participateon an equal basis in
elections to the State House, both in the s$igemverpopulated distcits and statewide.

320. During the House floor debata the State House plan Representative Anchia argued that
“this proposal will systematically overpopulatetia¢ higher end of the deviation for El Paso
districts, diluting the votesf those individuals|.]"

321. Within a total (or “top to bottont®) deviation of 9.98%, drafte of H2316 deliberately
favored Anglo voters over Latinmters for the purp@sof preserving Aglo voting influence
and Anglo incumbency, and preventing the cogatf House districts in which Latino voters
have an equal opportunity to elect their adate of choice—even athe rate of Anglo
population growth in this part dhe state lags behind thatloditino population growth. The
population deviations between the House distircthis region are illegitimate, not supported
by any legitimate, consistently applied stablicy and are tainted by discrimination.

l. Plan S2168 Dilutes the VotingStrength of Latinos in Texas.

322. The benchmark Senate plan contains 31 Selistiécts, seven of which contain a majority
Hispanic CVAP. Plan S2168 m&iins the same number of Senalistricts that contain a
majority Hispanic CVAP.

323. However, the Latino population of Texassgsfficiently numerous and geographically

compact to comprise the majority of the CVAPainleast 9 Senate districts—or at least two

1570 calculate the “top to bottom deviation” of @) courts (1) determine the percentage difference
between the population of the largest-populated district and the ideal population for a district, (2)
determine the percentage diffecerbetween the population of the smallest-populated district and the
ideal population for a district, and then (3) add those values together.
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additional Latino citizen voting age majority Sendistricts compared to the benchmark map.

324. Despite the dramatic growth of the Latipopulation in Texas sge 2010, the failure of
Plan S2168 to create two additional Latino citizen voting age majority Senate districts
statewide discriminates against Latino votdrsth in effect andwith the purpose of
discriminating against Latos on the basis of race.

325. In addition to failing to create two additidrizatino citizen voting age majority districts
where required, redistricters rexha Latino voting strength in one HCVAP majority district in
Plan S2168 (SD27) such that Latinos willlreequally burdened in the election process.

1. The Texas Legislature Failed to Create ALeast Two Additional Latino Opportunity
Districts in Plan S2168.

a. Additional Latino Opportunity Senate District in South/Central Texas

326. First, in South/Central Texas, betweem $atonio and Austiralong the 1-35 corridor—
including the geographic areacluding portions of Basbtp, Bexar, Caldwell, Comal,
Guadalupe, Hays and Travis Counties—théncapopulation is sufficiently numerous and
geographically compact to constitute the majaritthe CVAP in at least one additional Latino
majority Senate district, in the area thatlirdes portions of enacted SD5, SD14, SD19, SD21,
SD25 and SD26 (Plan S2168).

327. The table below shows that there is a suffitjelarge population of Lignos in this area
to create an additional Latino opportunity didtras indicated by the HCVAP figures for each

of the districts in Plan S2168 from whiclethew additional district can be crafted:

District in Plan S2168 HCVAPL6

SD5 18.8%

¥ Hcvap figures for districts in Plan S2168 are from the Texas Legislative Council:
https://data.capitol.texas.gov/dataset/70836384-f10d-438e-748d7e000872/resource/7ed63ad0-458a-4182-bd7e-
0b61a0b46648/downloadgms2168 r119 acs26_election20g.pdf (last acgsed: June 6, 2022).
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SD14 23.3%
SD19 62.8%
SD21 61.6%
SD25 24.4%
SD26 62.3%

328. The Latino citizen voting age pogation in this area is compadiving primarily in the I-
35 corridor between San Antenand Austin, but idractured across the above-mentioned
enacted districts insteadl being included in one district. Asresult, Plan &L68 fails to create
an additional Latino citizen voting age mailyp Senate district in this area.

329. Plan S2177 displays one possible versiorswth a Latino majority district (LULAC

Demonstrative District SD25, in thick black outline):

330. LULAC Demonstrative District SD25 in PlarR$77 is more compact than District 19 in
Plan S2168 and is consistent with traditiowigtricting principles such as maintaining
communities of interest and traditional boundaries.

331. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 51.7%.
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332. Additionally, Latinos in this area are politicaléphesive. Withirthe geographic area of

LULAC Demonstrative District SB5, bivariate analysis demons#athat a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:

Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General - Governor Lupe Valdez 77.73%
2020 General - Supreme Gisela Triana 78.24%
Court Place 8

2018 General - Land Miguel Suazo 82%

Commissioner

333. Further, in enacted SD2hicthe area surrounding LULAC Demstrative District SD25,
Anglos vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable th@mnthe absence of special circumstances, such
as a Latino candidate running unoped, usually to defeat Latino eo$’ preferred candidates.
Within the geographic area comprised of these enacted districts, multivariate analysis
demonstrates that a large miéypof Anglo voters support the candidate who is not preferred
by Latino voters, including in the following elgans in the enacted siricts that correspond

to the proposed new Latino opporityrdistrict in this area:

Enacted SD5 (Plan S2168)

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino

Latino Candidate of Candidate of Choice

Election

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 18.34 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 18.8 No

Commissioner
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Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 63.4 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 60.8 Yes

Enacted SD19 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 9.48 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 11.24 Yes

Enacted SD21 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 42.56 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 43.03 Yes
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Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos

Did the Latino

Commissioner

Election Choice Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 24.39 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 21.95 No

Enacted SD26 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 25.57 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 25.37 Yes

334. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino blo¢evim those districts, such that the Latino

candidate of choice lost, inclum in the elections listed ithe preceding paragraph. Thus,

within the enacted districts from which a proposdditional Latino majdy district can be

created, Anglos vote sufficiently as a bloc ¢oable them, in the absence of special

circumstances, such as a Latino candidat@ing unopposed, usually defeat Latino voters’

preferred candidates.

335.

Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, agescribed above, has

resulted in Latino voters in thisrea having lower political pacipation than Anglos. For
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example, in this geographic area, the Latino viagrstration rate lagsehind the Anglo voter
registration rate.

336. In addition to lower voter registration ratestibas in this area fare worse than do Anglos
along a number of socioeconomic indicators. For example, in Bexar County, for every $1.00
of value for a White-owned home, Latino-owned homes in Bexar County are worth $0.66.
Latinos also fare worse than do Whites in BeRaunty in terms of college graduation rates,
median household income and home ownershipanssher example, and as described above,
the legacy of racial discrimitian against Latinos has resultedTravis County Latino voters
having lower political participation than Anglas well as lower socio-economic status which
impairs their ability to participate in the poléilcprocess. The lower socio-economic status of
Latinos in the area where a new HCVAP majosiynate district can bereated impairs their
ability to participate irthe electoral process.

337. During the House floor debate on the Senplan Representative Anchia informed
Representative Hunter that publicly sutied maps S2162, S2161 and S2125 demonstrated
that it was possible to “drawtker one or two additional oppartity districts in the South
Texas/Bexar County area.” Although Chairmamkér agreed that Texdas an obligation to
comply with the Voting Rights Act, the Legislature did not create an HCVAP majority district
in this area.

338. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgrdistrict in Central Texas in Plan S2168
dilutes Latino voting strength and denies Latimmsequal opportunity tparticipate in the
political process and to eleitteir candidate of choice.

b. Additional Latino Opportunity Senate District in Dallas and Tarrant Counties

339. In the Dallas/Ft. Worth Metroplex, the figo population is sufiently numerous and
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geographically compact to constitute the majarftthe CVAP in at least one additional Latino
majority Senate district, in the area thatlides portions of enacted SD9, SD10, SD12, SD16,
SD22, and SD23 (Plan S2168).

340. The table below shows that there is a sudfitly large population of Latino voters who
live in this area to create an additional Latopportunity district, agndicated by the HCVAP

figures for each of the disttis in Plan S2168 from which tmew additional district can be

crafted:
District in Plan S2168 HCVAP
SD9 20.6%
SD10 18.5%
SD12 13.6%
SD16 30.0%
SD22 17.5%
SD23 24.7%

341. The Latino citizen voting ageopulation in this area isompact, living in the
neighborhoods and cities ofd@lsant Grove, Oak CIiff, Cockrell Hill, Farmers Branch and
South Irving in Dallas County and the Northesidnd Poly neighborhoods in Ft. Worth in
Tarrant County. However, this Latino popudat is fractured across the above-mentioned
enacted districts instead of being includedome district. Plan S2168 fails to create an
additional Latino citizen voting age maifgrSenate district in this area.

342. Plan S2177 displays one possible versiosuah a Latino opportutyi district (LULAC

Demonstrative District 9n thick black outline):

129



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899  Filed 03/26/25 Page 130 of 172

343. The Latino citizen voting agepopulation in this area ixompact, living in the
neighborhoods and cities of Pleasant Grove, OBk, Cockrell Hill, Farmers Branch and
South Irving in Dallas County and the Northside and Poly neighborhoods in Ft. Worth in
Tarrant County, but is fractured across the aboeationed enacted districts instead of being
included in one district.

344. LULAC Demonstrative District SD9 irPlan S2177 encompasses a compact Latino
population while also accommodating SD23, Black opportunity district.  387.

LULAC Demonstrative District 9 is consistentth traditional districting principles such
as maintaining communities ofterest and traditional boundaries.

345. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 50.2%.

346. Additionally, Latinos in this area are politicaléphesive. Within the geographic area of
LULAC Demonstrative District SDQivariate analysis demonstrates that a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:
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Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 General - Supreme Gisela Triana 80.01%
Court Place 8

2018 General - Land Miguel Suazo 83.74%
Commissioner

2018 General - Governor Lupe Valdez 84.2%

347.

Demonstrative District SD9, Anglos vote sufficiendly a bloc to enable them, in the absence
of special circumstances, such as a Latiandidate running unopposed, usually to defeat
Latino voters’ preferred candidate Within the geographic @& comprised of these enacted

districts, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a large majority of Anglo voters support the

Further, in enacted SD9, Dallas and Tatreounties, and the area surrounding LULAC

candidate who is not prefeddy Latino voters, including ithe following elections in the

enacted districts that correspaidhe proposed new Latino oppanity district in this area:

Enacted SD9 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 18.74 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 19.41 No
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Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percen
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino )
. . Win?
Candidate of Choics
2018 General - Valdez 11.68 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 11.52 No

Enacted SD12 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 17.38 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 17.57 No

Enacted SD16 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 34.93 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 32.7 Yes
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Commissioner

Enacted SD22 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Valdez 8.51 No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 8.52 No

Enacted SD23 (Plan S2168)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent

of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino )
) . Win?
Candidate of Choics
2018 General - Valdez 41.02 Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Suazo 37.81 Yes

348. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino blo¢evim those districts, such that the Latino

candidate of choice lost, inclun in the elections listed ithe preceding paragraph. Thus,

within the enacted districts from which a prepd additional Latino majority district can be

created, Anglos vote sufficiently as a bloc ¢oable them, in the absence of special

circumstances, such as a Latino candidat@ing unopposed, usually defeat Latino voters’

preferred candidates.
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349. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimimati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in thisrea having lower political pécipation than Anglos. For
example, in Dallas and Tarrant Counties, ttla¢ino voter registratiomate lags behind the
Anglo voter registration rate.

350. In addition to lower voter registration ratéstinos in Dallas andarrant Counties fare
worse than Anglos in the coued along a number of socioeconaermdicators. For example,
in Dallas County, for every $1.00 of value fo White-owned home, Latino-owned homes in
the county are worth $0.58. Latinos also fare worse than do Whites in Dallas County in terms
of college graduation rates, madihousehold income and hoowenership. Similarly, Latinos
lag behind Whites in Tarrant County. For exdenin Tarrant County, for every $1.00 of value
for a White-owned home, Laib-owned homes in the county are worth $0.76. Latinos also
fare worse than do Whites in Tarrant Countyterms of college gragtion rates, median
household income and home ownership. The |l®welo-economic status of Latinos in Dallas
and Tarrant Counties impairs their abilitygarticipate in the electoral process.

351. During the House floor debate on the Senglan, Representative Anchia asked
Representative Hunter to confirm that thepmsed Senate map does not create a new Latino
opportunity district “desipe the fact that Latinos accounted faarly half of the entire growth
in the state last decade” to which Representadiveter responded thhe could not confirm.
Representative Anchia mentioned pubti@ps S2162, S2161 and S2125 and said, “These
plans demonstrate that it's ®ilsle to draw Latino opportunitgistrict in Dallas and Tarrant
County.” Representative Anchiakasl Representative Hunterhié or his staff had analyzed
whether the Voting Rights Act required theading of these additional districts to which

Representative Hunter replied, “I can tell you tvatve looked at some of the aspects, but |

134



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899 Filed 03/26/25 Page 135 of 172

can’t confirm the specifics.”

352. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgriistrict in Dallas and Tarrant counties in
Plan S2168 dilutes Latino voting strengthdadenies Latinos an equal opportunity to
participate in the politidgprocess and to electdin candidates of choice.

2. Plan S2168 Weakens Latino Voting Stregth in SD27, An Existing Latino CVAP
Majority District, and Latino Voters Be ar an Unequal Burden of the Changes.

353. In the benchmark plan, SD27 encompassewdfan County and a portion of Hidalgo
County in the south and endsKieberg County to the north.

354. SD27 has a long history of electing Lating@nesentatives. Latino incumbent Senator
Eddie Lucio held Texas’s 27th for 30 yearspto redistricting in 2021. Following the 2021
redistricting, Senator Lucio announdael would not seek reelection.

355. Historically, in the benchmark version of 3D Latinos have voted cohesively for their
candidates of choice. For exgl®, in the 2016 gemal election for Summe Court Place 5,
Dori Garza received an estiredt84.67% of Latino support; the 2018 general election for
Governor, Lupe Valdez received an estieob#72.78% of Latino suppt; and in the 2020
general election for Supreme Court Place 5 I@idgiana received an estimated 72.3% of
Latino support. Similarlyin the 2016 Republican primafgr Supreme Court Place 9, Eva
Guzman received an estimated 77% of Latino support.

356. The 2020 Census showed that SD27 ie benchmark plan was underpopulated by
108,504. In other words, to bring SD27tte ideal population of 940,178, mapdrawers
needed to add 108,504 to the district.

357. Instead, in crafting Plan S2168, the mavaders moved 169,981 people into SD27 and
79,504 people out of the district, shifting tendledusands more constituents than necessary

to achieve population equality.
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358. The enacted district introduces a large biédcAnglo voters to thelistrict from Bee,
Nueces, and San Patricio Counties.

359. Mappers also removed a portion of Hidalgo dgdrom SD27. Eliminating the Pharr, San
Juan, Alamo (PSJA) area extending east to Mercedes eliminates a bloc of 80% Spanish-
surname registered voters. These changesice the percentage of Spanish-surname
registered voters in the district and the shafrgotes cast by Latinos. In numerical terms,
votes cast by Latinos in SD27 increased%¥31 and votes cast by mbatinos in SD27
increased by 35,444,

360. The enacted district boundaries also dase the votes received by Latino preferred
candidates in SD27. In the benchmark pkan,example, Latino-preferred candidate for
Governor, Lupe Valdez, receivéd.72% of the vote in SD2But in Plan S2168, carries only
50.7% of the vote. Inthe benchmark plartjh@ preferred candidate for Land Commissioner,
Miguel Suazo, received 60.16% of the vote il?$Pbut in Plan S2168 carries only 51.3% of
the vote. The changes to SD27 are bornequaléy by Latinos in the district as their

opportunity to elect thepreferred candidates seriously undermined.

361. As demonstrated by the benchmark and emhcbnfigurations of SD27, Latinos are
sufficiently numerous and compact to conséitthe HCVAP majority in SD27. Latinos live
in the counties along the Gulf @st, from Cameron to Refugio and constitute the majority of

CVAP in the benchmark and enacted SD27.

362. Additionally, Latino voters in tis area are politically cohes. Within the geographic
area of the proposed repairedsien of SD27, bivariate analgsdemonstratethat a large

majority of Latino voters support the samadiate, including in the following elections:
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Election

Latino Candidate of Choice

Approximate Percent of
Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 General - Texas Triana 73.46%
Supreme Court

2018 General - Governor Valdez 74.71%
2018 General - Land Suazo 78.35%

Page 137 of 172

Commissioner

363. Further, Anglos in this area vote sufficienlg a bloc to enable them, in the absence of
special circumstances, such as a Latino catdirunning unopposed, usually to defeat Latino
voters’ preferred candidatedVithin enacted SD27, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a

large majority of Anglo votersupport the candidate whonet preferred by Latino voters,

including in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Anglos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

Election Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 General - Texas Triana 21.2%
Supreme Court

2018 General - Governor Valdez 13.76%
2018 General - Land Suazo 12.44%

Commissioner

364. The Anglo bloc vote usually @vcomes the Latino bloc voie enacted SD27, such that
the Latino candidate of choice loses. Faraple, in the 2020 Railroad Commissioner general
election in enacted SD27, the Latino candiddtehoice Chrysta Castaneda loses, receiving
only 43.4% of the total vote, asresult of Anglo bloc voting oveoming Latino bloc voting.
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365. Further, Plan S2168 fractures the Latino pofataso that Latino voters are assigned to
other districts outside dhe enacted version of SD27.

366. The changes to SD27 had the intent difeceof diluting Latino voting strength.

367. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimimati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in thaea having lower political parti@agion than Anglos. In this

368. The benchmark SBOE plan contains areal Hiao voter registratiomate lags behind the
Anglo voter registration rate.

369. In addition to lower voter registration ratégtinos in Cameron County fare worse than
Anglos in the county along a number of socioexuic indicators. For example, in Hidalgo
County among native-born citizens between 25/&drs of age, despite being employed at
nearly the same rate as non-Latinos, 17.8%athos live in povertyas opposed to 11.8% of
non-Latinos. The per capita income for Latimoblidalgo County ($16,572) is approximately
half the per capita inconfer Anglos ($32,780).

370. In addition, Latinos in South kas bear the effects of pascrimination which appear in
lower voter registration andruout among Latinos. Latinos @ameron and Hidalgo County
also have lower rates (when compared to Whitélsose same counties) of college graduation,
median household income and health insurafid¢ee lower socio-economic status of Latinos
impedes their ability to participaggually in the political process.

371. During the House Redistriciij Committee hearing on the rig¢e plan, Representative
Hunter laid out the Senate plan and saidehegre “seven majority-minority Hispanic voting
age population districts, HVAP as it's sometsrcalled, and the districts are 6, 19, 20, 21, 26,
27 and 29.” He also said regarding the Serfdtegy’ve put in their analysis, and we have

received their bill and I'm going to pnase they followed their procedures and done
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everything they’re supposed to do.” RepresreaHunter was asked by Representative Chris
Turner if it is “possible to draw something blitalrace but then also provide a list of districts
where — you know, delineating which ones anajority-minority or minority coalition
districts?” Representativdunter said he was unaliteanswer that question.

l. Plan E2106 Dilutes the Voting Sength of Latinos in Texas.

372. Plan E2106 contains 15 SBOE dists, three of which contaiimajority Hispanic CVAP.
Plan E2106 maintains the same number of SBB#icts with a majority Hispanic CVAP.
373. The Latino population of Texas is sufficienthymerous and geographically compact to
comprise the majority of the CVAP in at I€asSBOE districts—or at least one additional

Latino citizen voting age majority SBOEstlict compared to the benchmark map.

374. Despite the dramatic growth of the Latipopulation in Texas sge 2010, the failure of
Plan E2106 to create an additional Latioitizen voting age majay SBOE district
discriminates against Latino voters both ineeffand with the purpose of discriminating
against Latinos on the basis of race.

1. The Texas Legislature Failed to Create AAdditional Latino Oppo rtunity District in
Plan E2106.

375. In Harris County, the Latino population isftiently numerous and geographically
compact to constitute the majority of the CVAPan SBOE district, including portions of
enacted ED4, ED6, ED7 and ED8 (Plan E2106).

376. The table below shows that there is a sidfitly large population of Latino voters who
live in this area to create an additional Latopportunity district, agdicated by the HCVAP
figures for each of the districts in Plan E216@&m which the new additional district can be

crafted:
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District in Plan E2106 HCVAPY
ED4 39.9%
EDG6 20.7%
ED7 17.7%
ED8 23.8%

377. The Latino citizen voting age population in thi®a is compact, living within established
neighborhoods and cities inside Harris Coulhiyt is fractured across the above-mentioned
enacted districts instead of beingluded in one district. As agelt, Plan E2106 fails to create
a Latino citizen voting age majoy district in that area.

378. Plan E2130 displays one possible versioswdh a Latino opportunity district (LULAC

Demonstrative District @n thick black outline):

7 Hevap figures for districts in Plan E2106 are from the Texas Legislative Council:
https://data.capitol.texas.gov/dataset/ad1ae979-6df9-83ef26771cc67f02d/resource/ea28cdf3-575d-42fc-b9dc-
ebeele36e9c7/download/p&2106 r119 acs26_election20g.pdf (last acksed: June 6, 2022).
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379. LULAC Demonstrative District 6 in PlalB2130 encompasses a compact Latino population
while at the same time accommodates acBl opportunity district: ED4. LULAC
Demonstrative District 6 is congght with traditional districtingrinciples such as maintaining
communities of interest and traditional boundaries.

380. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 50.3%

381. Additionally, Latinos in this area are politicalphesive. Withithe geographic area of
LULAC Demonstrative District 6bivariate analysis demonstrates that a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General-Land Comm Miguel Sauzo 73%
2018 General-Governor Lupe Valdez 72.34%
2020 General-Supreme Court Gisela Triana 66.09%

382. Further, Anglos in Harris County, this area aménacted EDG6, vote sufficiently as a bloc
to enable them, in the absence of specralanstances, such as a Latino candidate running
unopposed, usually to defeat Latvaters’ preferred candidate®Vithin the geographic area
comprised of these enacted districts, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a large majority
of Anglo voters support the candidavho is not preferred by tino voters, inalding in the
following elections in the enacted distridisat correspond to the proposed new Latino

opportunity districtin this area:
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Enacted ED4 (Plan E2106)

Approximate Percent . .
Latino Candidate | of Anglos Who Voted Did the Latino
Candidate of

Election of Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '

2018 General-Governoll  Lupe Valdez 34.57% Yes

2018 General-Land Miguel Suazo 37.04% Yes
Commissioner

Enacted ED6 (Plan E2106)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggjate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2018 General- Lupe Valdez 21.45% No
Governor

2018 General-Land | Miguel Suazo 22.3% No
Commissioner

Enacted ED7 (Plan E2106)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gr?:igg:iate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2018 General- Lupe Valdez 8.32% No
Governor

2018 General-Land | Miguel Suazo 9.85% No
Commissioner
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Enacted ED8 (Plan E2106)

Approximate
: , Percent of Anglos Did the Latino
Election Latino gﬁgiggjate of Who Voted for the | Candidate of Choice
Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice

2018 General- Lupe Valdez 9.1% No
Governor
2018 General-Land | Miguel Suazo 9.53% No
Commissioner

383. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino biate in those districts (except ED4 which
is a minority opportunity district), such thidte Latino candidate athoice lost, including in
the elections listed in the preceding paragraphus, within enacted districts from which a
proposed additional Latino majority district candseated, Anglos votsufficiently as a bloc
to enable them, in the absence of specraluanstances, such as a Latino candidate running
unopposed, usually to defeat Latvaters’ preferred candidates.

384. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimimati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in Harris County hayilower political particiption than Anglos.

385. In addition to lower voter gastration rates, and as debed above, Latinos in Harris
County fare worse than Anglos in the couatgng a number of socioeconomic indicators.
The lower socio-economic status of Latinos inri$aCounty impairs their ability to participate
equally in the electoral process.

386. During the House floor debate on the SB@an Representative Anchia asked
Representative Hunter if Representative Hunmalysis of the map stved if it was possible

or required by the VRA to draw a majority NBP district in Harris County while also
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drawing an African American oppanity district in HarrisCounty. Representative Hunter
said he could not answer that and relied on the information from the Senate.

The failure to draw an additional Latino mafjgrdistrict in Harris County in Plan E2106
dilutes Latino voting strength and denies Latiansequal opportunity to elect their candidates
of choice.

K. Plan C2193 Dilutes the VotingStrength of Latinos in Texas.

387. The benchmark congressional plan containga o 36 congressional districts, eight of
which contain a majority Hispanic CVAP. &l C2193 contains a tbtaf 38 congressional
districts, seven of whicbontain a majority HCVAP.

388. The significant growth of the Latino populatiin Texas since 2010 allowed Texas to gain
one, if not both, of its two new congressionatdcts. Despite the growth of the Latino
population over the past decade, Plan C2193ddilatino voting strength, reduces the number
of Hispanic CVAP majority congsssional districts, and fails toeate any additional Hispanic
CVAP majority congessional districts.

389. The Latino population of Texas is sufficientyumerous and geographically compact to
comprise the majority of the GAP in at least three additionangressional digtts compared
to the benchmark maps. The failure of PGR2193 to create at |dathree additional Latino
citizen voting age majority congressional distristatewide discriminageagainst Latinos on
the basis of race.

390. In addition to failing to create new LatinGBVAP majority districts where required,
redistricters reduced Latino voy strength in two HCVAP maiiby districts in Plan C2193,
such that Latinos either lack an equal opportuttitglect their candidatef choice or will be

unequally burdened in the election process.
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1. The Texas Legislature Failed toCreate at Least Three Additional
Latino Opportunity Congressional Districts in Plan C2193.

a. Additional Latino Opportunity Cong ressional District in Harris County
391. In Harris County, the Latino population isfficiently numerous and geographically
compact to comprise the maiyrof the CVAP in at least one additional Latino majority
congressional district, in ¢harea that includgeportions of enacte@D7, CD8, CD18, CD29
and CD38 (Plan C2193).
392. The table below shows that there is a sidfitly large population of Latino voters who
live in this area to create an additional Latopportunity district, agndicated by the HCVAP

figures for each of the districts in Plan C2¥83n which the new additional district can be

crafted:
District in Plan C2193 HCVAP!8
CD7 21.2%
CD8 21.8%
CD18 29.1%
CD29 64.6%
CD38 18.6%

393. The Latino citizen voting age population this area is compact, living in various
neighborhoods from Northside Houston andhe west, but is fractured across the above-
mentioned enacted districts instezdeing included in one drstt. Thus Plan C2193 fails to

create an additional Latino majoritpregressional district in this area.

BHcvap figures for districts in Plan C2193 are from the Texas Legislative Council:
https://data.capitol.texas.gov/dataset/b806b39a-4bab-d86a-9c99bcaba490/resource/b3bc5a6b-dddd-4528-a779-
b1b32a221a57/download/planc219Bl9 acs1620_eldon20g.pdf (last accessedune 6, 2022).
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394. Plan C2195 displays one possible versioswth a Latino opportunity district (LULAC

Demonstrative District 38, in thick black outline):

395. LULAC Demonstrative District 38 in Plan2195 is more compact than District 33 and
District 35 in Plan C2193 and is consistenthamraditional districting principles such as
maintaining communities of intest and traditional boundaries.

396. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 51.7.%

397. Additionally, Latino voters in this area are piially cohesive. Within the geographic area
of LULAC Demonstrative DistricB8, bivariate analysis demonst&athat a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candidateluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice
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2018 General-Land Comm Miguel Sauzo 76.94%
2018 General-Governor Lupe Valdez 74.05%
2020 General-Supreme Court Gisela Triana 70.31%

398.

Further, within enacted CD38, Harris Copraind the area surrounding Demonstrative

District CD38, Anglos vote as a bloc agaitis¢ Latino preferred candidate. Within the

geographic area comprised of these enacted districts, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a

large majority of Anglo votersupport the candidate whonst preferred by Latino voters,

including in the following elections in the ened districts that coespond to the proposed

new Latino opportunity distct in this area:

Enacted CD7 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate
Percent of Anglos
Who Voted for the

Did the Latino
Candidate of Choice

Commissioner

Choice Latino Candidate of Win?
Choice
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 43.45% Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 47.98% Yes

Enacted CD8 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino ) i
N
Candidate of Choice Choice Win’
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 6.55% No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 7.38% No
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Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Railroad
Commissioner

Choice for the Latino ) .
f)
Candidate of Choice Choice Win’
2020 General - Gisela Triana 36.15% Yes
Supreme Court
2020 General Chrysta Castaneda 40.1% Yes

Enacted CD29 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino . i
f)
Candidate of Choice Choice Win*
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 48.03% Yes
Governor
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 47.32% Yes

Enacted CD38 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Supreme Court

Choice for the Latino ) i
2
Candidate of Choice Choice Win*
2020 General - Gisela Triana 24.77% No
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2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 21.62% No
Commissioner

399. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino blo¢evim those districts, such that the Latino
candidate of choice lost, inclug) in the elections listed ithe preceding paragraph. Thus,
within the enacted districts from which a prepd additional Latino majority district can be
created, Anglos vote sufficiently as a bloc ¢oable them, in the absence of special
circumstances, such as a Latino candidat@ing unopposed, usually defeat Latino voters’
preferred candidates.

400. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, adescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in thisrea having lower political pécipation than Anglos. For
example, in Harris County, the Latino votegisgration rate lags behind the Anglo voter
registration rate.

401. In addition to lower voter ggstration rates, and as debed above, Latinos in Harris
County fare worse than Anglos in the couatgng a number of socioeconomic indicators.
The lower socio-economic status of Latinos inri¢aCounty impairs their ability to participate
in the electoral process.

402. During the House floor debate on the Congmessiplan, Representative Anchia laid out
an amendment and explained that two majdd§VAP districts cou be drawn in Harris
County. He stated, “Harris County, for exampletih@s only form a majaty in one district
despite a 21.7 percent incredeethe Latino population ovethe decade and despite this
community now making up 43 percent of the tatainty population. It'sctually possible to
draw two majority Hispanic @kzen Voting Age Population distts as required by Section 2

while still providing the samé&vel of representation to otheninority groups in Harris and
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nearby Fort Bend County. So what we see in H&ounty is excessiveapking, particularly
in Congressional District 29, and cracking be¢w Congressional Districts 8 and 38, while
pairing them with Anglo voters tdilute Latino voting power.”

403. During the debate on the same amendmergrd®entative Morales Shaw asked if the map
drew a new congressional district in Har@sunty to which Representative Morrison said,
“The senate drew the map, anavis all legal and done correctAnd that is the map that we
have on the floor.” Representai¥Anchia’s amendment failed.

404. During the lay out of an amendment Represeargaiinchia stated, “The bottom line is that
you give these communities that weesponsible for all the growth this statepr at least 50
percent of all the growth in thitate, the ability to together elect the candidate of their choice.
Again, it may not be a Latino candidate and tteeeplenty of exampleshere that does not
exist, right? But you can’t rely ahis growth, import two new congssional districts, and then
shut the community out and rexuthe number of districts that are reflected in the map.”

405. Representative Morrison who spoke in opposito Representative Anchia’s amendment
urged the members to vote no. The amendment failed.

406. The failure to draw an additional Latino majp district in Harrs County in Plan C2193
dilutes Latino voting strength and denies Latiansqual opportunity to elect their candidates

of choice.

b. Additional Latino Opport unity Congressional Districtin Dallas and Tarrant Counties

407. In the Dallas-Ft. Worth area, the Lati population is sufficiently numerous and
geographically compact to comgei the majority of the CVAR a congressional district, in
the area that includes portions of eleacCD6, CD12, CD24, CD2&D30, CD32, and CD33

(Plan C2193).
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408. The table below shows that there is a sidhitly large population of Latino voters who
live in this area to create an additional Latopportunity district, agndicated by the HCVAP

figures for each of the districts in Plan C2X83n which the new additional district can be

crafted:

District in Plan C2193 HCVAP

CD6 21.3%

CD12 17.6%

CD24 11.9%

CD25 15.3%

CD30 21.4%

CD32 21.0%

CD33 42.8%

409. The Latino citizen voting ageopulation in this area ixompact, living in the
neighborhoods and cities ofd@dlsant Grove, Oak CIiff, Cockrell Hill, Farmers Branch and
South Irving in Dallas County and the Nortlesidnd Poly neighborhoods in Ft. Worth in
Tarrant County, but is fracturedross the above-mentioned enddaestricts instad of being
included in one district.

410. However, Plan C2193 fails to create ardiidnal Latino citizenvoting age majority
congressional distrt in this area.

411. Plan C2195 displays one possible versiosuth a Latino opportunity district (LULAC

Demonstrative District 6, in thick black line):

151



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899 Filed 03/26/25 Page 152 of 172

412. LULAC Demonstrative Districé in Plan C2195 encompassecompact Latino population
while also accommodating CD30, a Black oppaittudistrict, and CD33, a minority coalition
district. LULAC Demonstrative Birict 6 is consistent withadditional districting principles
such as maintaining communities of interest and traditional boundaries.

413. In this one possible version of such diha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 52.5%.

414. Additionally, Latino voters in this area are pigially cohesive. Within the geographic area
of LULAC Demonstrative Dstrict 6, bivariate angsis demonstrates that a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General-Governor Lupe Valdez 85.72%
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2018 General-Land Comm

Miguel Suazo

85.5%

2020 General-Supreme Cou

rt Gisela Triana

80.69%

415.

Further, within enacted CD6, Dallas af@rrant counties and the area surrounding

Demonstrative District CD6, Anglos vote adlac against the Latinpreferred candidate.

Within the geographic area comprised of these enacted districts, multivariate analysis

demonstrates that a large méyof Anglo voters support the candidate who is not preferred

by Latino voters, including in the following elgans in the enacted siricts that correspond

to the proposed new Latino opparity district in this arel:

Enacted CD6 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino ) .
”
Candidate of Choice Choice Win*
2020 General - Gisela Triana 9.18% No
Supreme Court
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 7.58% No

Enacted CD12 (Plan C2193)

Approximate Percent Did the Latino
. Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted :
Election : ) Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 17.78% No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 18.17% No

19 Analysis of enacted CD25 dtted because there is no population in the overlap area.
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Commissioner

Enacted CD24 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Commissioner

Choice for the Latino ) i
N
Candidate of Choice Choice Win’
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 22.69% No
Governor
2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 21.64% No

Enacted CD30 (Plan C2193)

Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Choice for the Latino ) .
f)
Candidate of Choice Choice Win*
2020 General Chrysta Castaneda 37.84 Yes
Railroad
Commissioner
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 40.77% Yes
Governor
Enacted CD32 (Plan C2193)
Approximate Percent . .
. Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted Did th_e Latino
Election . . Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 34.9% Yes

154




Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 899  Filed 03/26/25 Page 155 of 172

Governor

2018 General - Land| Miguel Suazo 34.75% Yes
Commissioner

Enacted CD33 (Plan C2193)

Approximate Percent Did the Latino
, Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted :
Election : . Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2020 General - Gisela Triana 40.27% Yes
Supreme Court
2018 General - Lupe Valdez 35.47% Yes
Governor

416. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino blo¢evim those districts, such that the Latino
candidate of choice lost, inclug) in the elections listed ithe preceding paragraph. Thus,
within the enacted districts from which a prepd additional Latino majority district can be
created, Anglos vote sufficiently as a bloc ¢oable them, in the absence of special
circumstances, such as a Latino candidat@ing unopposed, usually defeat Latino voters’
preferred candidates.

417. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, agescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in Dallas and Tartr counties having lower political participation
than Anglos. For example, both counties, the Latino votergistration rate lags behind the
Anglo voter registration rate.

418. In addition to lower voter registration ratesd as described above, Latinos in Dallas and
Tarrant Counties fare worse than Anglosthe county along a number of socioeconomic

indicators. The lower socio-economic statukatinos in Dallas and Tarrant Counties impairs
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their ability to participatén the electoral process.

419. During the House floor debate on the Cosgrenal plan Representative Anchia said,
“[o]ne of the two new congressional distriatsour state has been drawn in Tarrant County
and inexplicably does not permit Latinos to etbetcandidate of their choice.” Representative
Turner also said the Gingles test shows thaew district could havbeen drawn in North
Texas, specifically in Dallas and Tarrant Counties.

420. Representative Turner filed an amendn{€#163) that drew aew minority opportunity
district in Dallas County and parts of TartaCounty with over 50 percent HCVAP “while
maintaining the 33rd District and 32nd Dist as minority oppdunity districts.”
Representative Murphy spoke in oppositiothi® amendment based on pairings and the fact
there was no public input on the amidment. The amendment failed.

421. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgrdistrict in Dallas and Tarrant counties in
Plan C2193 dilutes Latino voting strengthdadenies Latinos an equal opportunity to
participate in the politidgprocess and to electdin candidates of choice.

c. Additional Latino Opportunity Congre ssional District in South/Central Texas

422. In South/Central Texas, in an area inchgdNueces, San Patricio, Bee, Goliad, Karnes,
Gonzales, Caldwell, Bastrop, Travis akldlliamson counties, th Latino population is
sufficiently numerous and geographically compgactomprise the majority of the CVAP in
an additional congssional district, in tharea that includes pootis of enacted CD10, CD15,
CD17, CD27, CD35, and CD37 (Plan C2193).

423. The table below shows that there is a suffittielarge population of Linos in this area
to create an additional Latino opportunity distrat indicated by the HCVAP figures for each

of the districts in Plan C2193 from whichkethew additional district can be crafted:
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District in Plan C2193 HCVAP
CD10 17.0%
CD15 74.5%
CD17 17.4%
CD27 49.2%
CD35 47.8%
CD37 22.2%

424. The Latino citizen voting age pofation in this area is compadiving in the counties of
South and Central Texas north of Nueces Counityis fractured across the above-mentioned
enacted districts instead of bgiincluded in one district. Thus Plan C2193 fails to create an
additional Latino citizen voting age majoritpngressional district in that area.

425. Plan C2195 displays one possible versiosuwth a Latino opportunity district (LULAC

Demonstrative District 27, in thick black line):
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426. LULAC Demonstrative District 27 in Plan C2185more compact than District 15 in Plan
C2193 and is consistent with tradnal districting principlesuch as maintaining communities
of interest and traditional boundaries.

427. In this one possible version of such d@iha opportunity district, the HCVAP is 50.4%.

428. Additionally, Latino voters in this area are pialally cohesive. Within the geographic area
of LULAC Demonstrative DistricR7, bivariate analysidemonstrates that a large majority of

Latino voters support the same candideteluding in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2020 General-Supreme Coupt  Gisela Triana 73.46%
2018 General-Governor Lupe Valdez 74.05%
2018 General-Land Comm Miguel Suazo 78.35%

429. Further, within enacted CD27 and the gepbra area surrounding Demonstrative District
CD27, Anglos vote as a bloc against the Lapneferred candidateWithin the geographic
area comprised of these enacted districts, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a large
majority of Anglo voters support the candidatigo is not preferred by Latino voters, including
in the following elections in the enacted dids that correspond to the proposed new Latino
opportunity districtin this area:

Enacted CD10 (Plan C2193)

Approximate Percent Did the Latino
of Anglos Who Voted Candidate of
for the Latino Choice Win?

Latino Candidate of

Election Choice
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Candidate of Choice

Governor

2018 General- Land | Miguel Suazo 22.32% No
Commissioner
2018 General- Lupe Valdez 21.84% No
Governor
Enacted CD15 (Plan C2193)
Approximate Percent . .
. Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted Did th? Latino
Election . . Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2018 General- Land | Miguel Suazo 6.35% Yes
Commissioner
2018 General- Lupe Valdez 6.18% Yes
Governor
Enacted CD27 (Plan C2193)
Approximate Percent . .
. Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted Did th_e Latino
Election ) . Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2018 General- Land | Miguel Suazo 7.51% No
Commissioner
2018 General- Lupe Valdez 7.83% No
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Election

Latino Candidate of

Approximate Percent
of Anglos Who Voted

Did the Latino
Candidate of

Governor

Choice for the Latino ) .
7
Candidate of Choice Choice Win’
2018 General- Land | Miguel Suazo 54.46% Yes
Commissioner
2018 General- Lupe Valdez 57.58% Yes
Governor
Enacted CD37 (Plan C2193)
Approximate Percent . .
. Latino Candidate of | of Anglos Who Voted Did th? Latino
Election . . Candidate of
Choice for the Latino Choice Win?
Candidate of Choice '
2018 General- Land | Miguel Suazo 64.59% Yes
Commissioner
2018 General- Lupe Valdez 65.09% Yes

430. The Anglo bloc vote overcame the Latino blo¢evim those districts, such that the Latino
candidate of choice lost, inclum in the elections listed ithe preceding paragraph. Thus,
within the geographic area compidsaf the current districting ithe area in which a proposed
additional Latino majority district can be creat@aglos vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable
them, in the absence of special circumstang@sh as a Latino candidate running unopposed,
usually to defeat Latino vers’ preferred candidates.

431. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimiraii against Latinos, agescribed above, has

resulted in Latino voters in tharea having lower political pécipation than Anglos. For

example, in Travis County, the Latino votegistration rate lags behind the Anglo voter
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registration rate.

432. In addition to lower voter registration rates, and as also described above, Latinos in Travis
County fare worse than Anglos in the couatgng a number of socioeconomic indicators.
These socio-economic disparities impede Latinbtalo participate inthe political process

433. During the Senate floor debate on the Cossgjmnal map Senator Menendez asked Senator
Huffman how there was not a new minority oppaity seat with 95 peent of the growth
being from the minority community. Senator Hu#n said, “[tihe maps were drawn -- drawn
blind to race. Once they wereasivn, they were checked for coligmce. We -- we were assured
that all the existing minority opportunity districtghether they be Black or Latino, were going
to perform as such, and we saw no evidence stromg basis in evidee that a new minority
opportunity district should be awn in the -- in the new maps.”

434. The failure to draw an additional Latino majgrdistrict in Central Texas in Plan C2193
dilutes Latino voting strength and denies Latiansqual opportunity to elect their candidates
of choice.

2. Plan C2193 Weakens CIb, Such That it No Longer Affords Latinos
an equal opportunity to electTheir Preferred Candidate.

435. Inthe benchmark plan CD15 encompassed noefithdalgo County irthe south and ended
in Guadalupe County in the north. For overyg@rs this district has elected and reelected
Latino candidates of choice (1964-1997 Refdigi& “Kika” de la Garza; 1997-2017 Rep.
Rubén Hinojosa; 2017-present Vicente Gonzal&he enacted maps drew incumbent Vicente
Gonzalez out of CD15.

436. In benchmark CD15, Latinos voted cohesivelytfeir candidates of choice. For example,

in the 2016 general Supreme Court Place 5 elecbori Garza received an estimated 78.73%
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of Latino support; in the 2018 general Gubeonat election, Lupe Valdez received an
estimated 67.54% of Latino suppiand in the 202@eneral Supreme CdupPlace 5 election,
Gisela Triana received an estitad 66.39% of Latino support.

437. The 2020 Census showed that CD15 ind&echmark plan (C2100) was overpopulated by
40,715. In other words, to bring CD15 te ideal population 666,987, mapdrawers required
removing 40,715 from the district.

438. Instead, in crafting Plan C2193, the maders moved 239,796 people into CD15 and
280,511 people out of the distrighifting hundreds of thousands more constituents than
necessary to achieve population equality.

439. The movement of voters in and out of CDilkdged the turnout rate among Latino voters
in the district down from 54.10% 53.73%. The changes alsoshed down the number of
votes received by Latino prefedeandidates. In the benchrk plan, for example, Latino-
preferred candidate for Supreme Court Plac8iSela Triana, received 51.3% of the vote in
CD15, but in Plan C2193 she loses the electiomyicey only 49.6% of the vote. Similarly, in
the benchmark plan, Latino-preferred candidateGovernor, Lupe Valdez, received 51.3%
of the vote in CD15, but loses the election in CD15 in Plan C2193, carrying only 49.5% of the
vote.

440. As a result of the changes to CD15, Latunders no longer have an equal opportunity to
elect their preferred candigain that district.

441. As described above, Latinos are suffitfemumerous and compact to comprise the
citizen voting age population majority @D15. In benchmark CD15, the HCVAP was

74.70%. In a proposed repaired versiolCBfl5 (Plan C2195), the HCVAP is 78%.
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442. Additionally, Latino voters in this area areliioally cohesive. Within the geographic
area of the proposed repairedsien of CD15, bivaria analysis demonstrates that a large

majority of Latino voters support the samadialate, including in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Latinos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General - Governor Valdez 75.36%
2018 General - Land Suazo 77.67%
Commissioner

2020 Supreme Court Place 8 Triana 71.55%
(General)

443. Further, Anglos in this area vote sufficientlg a bloc to enable them, in the absence of
special circumstances, such as a Latino catdirunning unopposed, usually to defeat Latino
voters’ preferred candidates. Within enad@&ll5, multivariate analysis demonstrates that a
large majority of Anglo votersupport the candidate whonet preferred by Latino voters,

including in the following elections:

Approximate Percent of
Election Latino Candidate of Choice| Anglos Who Voted for the
Latino Candidate of Choice

2018 General - Governor Valdez 8.87%
2018 General - Land Suazo 8.09%
Commissioner

2020 Supreme Court Place 8 Triana 11.18%
(General)

444. The Anglo bloc vote usually overcomes thetino vote in enacted CD15, such that the
Latino candidate of choice loses. Thus, indheent districting, Anglos vote sufficiently as a

bloc to enable them, in the absence of special circumstances, such as a Latino candidate
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running unopposed, usually to defeatiha voters’ prefered candidates.

445. Plan C2193 fractures the Latipopulation in CD15 in part by packing more Latino voters
into CD34 than is necessary to elect thénapreferred candidate CD34. Although the
two districts are adjacent to eamthher, mappers chose to createpsided allocation of Latino
population with the intent that Liaos not be able to elect th@referred candida in CD15.

446. The changes to CD15 had the intent affielcé of diluting Latino voting strength.

447. Moreover, the legacy of racial discrimirati against Latinos, agescribed above, has
resulted in Latino voters in i area having lower political gacipation than Anglos. In
addition to lower voter registrai rates, Latinos in Hidalgo Cowyrfare worse than Anglos in
the county along a number of socioeconomicdattirs. For example, in Hidalgo County
among native-born citizens betwe@5-54 years of age, the Latino population graduates
college at less than half the rate of non-Lagin Further, among the same group, there are far
more Latinos in Hidalgo County livingp poverty—15.6%—as opposed to non-Latinos—2.6%.
The per capita income for Latinas Hidalgo County ($16,572) spproximately half the per
capita income for Anglos ($32,780). The lower seetonomic status of Latinos in this area
impairs their ability to participatin the electoral process.

448. During the Senate Redistricting Committeeafieg on the Congressial plan Senator
Hinojosa told Senator Huffman, “Some of timguiries and questions | received from South
Texas on these two congressional districtskthirat there was a cracking, if you will, of
Congressional District 15 bykeng on more non-minority votengp in the northern part and
then taking the Hispars out of the southern part Gongressional Disttt 15 and moving
those into Congressional Distrigt and packing that districtith Hispanics that were taken

away from Congressional Digttil5.” Senator Huffman rpsnded, “[tihe maps were drawn
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blind to race. So adjustments were madepfmpulation, sometimes for partisan shading and
so forth. But those were the priorities thatwged, and we've been advised that the maps are
legally compliant.”

449. During the Senate floor debate on the Cesgional plan, Senator Gutierrez questioned
Senator Huffman about certain changes inl&€@nd CD23 that make those districts more
Republican. Senator Huffman statedt “all the distrects that you see ba®you, that they are
in compliance with the Voting Rights Act, antdlieve that CD15 will continue to perform as
a Hispanic opportunity district.”

L. The Enacted Maps Dilute theVoting Strength of Latinos.

450. Latinos in Texas are politicallyohesive, including in the ggraphic areas described above
in which Defendants either failed to createtiha citizen voting age majority districts or
weakened existing Latino citizen voting age majority districts.

451. Anglos in Texas—including in the geograplaireas described abowvewhich Defendants
either failed to create Latino citizen voting agajority districts or weakened existing Latino
citizen voting age majority disttis—vote sufficiently as a bloc amable them, in the absence
of special circumstances, such as a Latiandidate running unopposed, usually to defeat
Latino voters’ prefrred candidates.

452. As noted, there has been a long historglisErimination against Latinos in TexaSee
LULAC, 548 U.S. at 439-40. That discriminatimcluded the poll tax, an all-white primary
system, restrictive voter registration time perigdfysal to register Latino voters, intimidation
by Anglos of Latino voters at the polls, segated public accommodations and school and
employment discrimination.

453. Latinos bear the present effects of thatmiisimation in the form of lower socio-economic
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status and lower rates of political participatidndeed, educational achievement and earnings
for Latinos lag far behind Anglos in the stad@d the Latino registtian and voter turnout

rates remain below that of Anglos in Texas. Moreover, Latinos remain underrepresented in
federal, state, and local elected positions.

454. Inthe new redistricting plans, Latinos do not ¢gage the majority in a number of districts
proportional to their populatiofalling well below that figure.

455. Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 interact sothal and histacal conditions to
cause an inequality ithe opportunity of Latino voters toeglt representatives of their choice
as compared to Anglo voters. Becausedlfastors are presemtlans H2316, S2168, C2193
and E2106 have the effect of diluting Latinotiig strength statewide and in the specific
geographic areas and dists described above.

456. Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 also distat@iagainst Latino voters statewide,
and in the specific geographic areas andtridts described abey by intentionally
manipulating district boundaries teduce Latino voting strengthcuthat Latinos either lose
political strength or no longer i@ an equal opportunity toesdt their candidates of choice,
and by making improper and excessive use of race in redistricting.

VI. CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT 1

Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteetimendment to the U.S. Constitution
(racial discrimination)

457. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all precgpparagraphs as if fully set forth herein.
458. Texas House Plan H2316, Senate Plan S2ZT6B8gressional PlaB2193 and SBOE Plan
E2106 purposefully discriminate against Plaintiffs and other Latinos on the basis of race and

national origin in violation of the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
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459. Defendants purposefully discriminated agairatinos in Plan H2316 by failing to create
new Latino citizen voting age majority distis in Harris County and Central Texas; by
weakening Latino voting stretigin HD37 and HD118; and loyeating malapportioned House
districts in West Texas. Defdants further purposefully discrinated against Latinos in Plan
S2168 by failing to create new Latino citizen votagge majority districts in Dallas-Ft. Worth
and South/Central Texas, and by weakgniLatino voting strengtin SD27. Defendants
further purposefully discriminated against lnais in Plan E2106 by failing to create a new
Latino citizen voting age majority district idarris County. Defendastfurther purposefully
discriminated against Latinos in Plan C2193faWing to create Latino citizen voting age
majority districts in Harris County, Dallds= Worth and South/Geral Texas, and by
weakening Latino voting sgngth in CD15.

COUNT 2

Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteedtmendment to the U.S. Constitution
(unconstitutional population deviations)

460. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preicedparagraphs as if fully set forth herein.

461. The Equal Protection Clause of the Feserith Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
“requires that the seats in babouses of a bicameral statgigtature [] be apportioned on a
population basis."Reynolds v. Sim877 U.S. 533, 568 (1964).

462. In Texas House Plan H2316, Defendants syateally overpopulate districts in El Paso
County and the Upper Rio Grande area osWkexas (Districts 74, 75, 77, 78, and 79) and
underpopulate districts in the Panhandle andrmalgrom Green County (Districts 69, 71, 72,

81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 87, and 88). Defendants’ oaad under-population of districts in these
regions deliberately favors the interests of communities and voters in the Panhandle and

original Tom Green County at the expense ohgwnities and voters in El Paso and the Upper
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Rio Grande area of West Texan violation of the one pson, one vote principle of the
Fourteenth Amendment of tiénited States Constitution.

463. Defendants also over- and under-populated distiicthese regions tacilitate creating
fewer Latino opportunity districts statewide, aondprotect the influence of Anglo voters and
to preserve Anglo incumbentPefendants’ over- and under-poatibn of distrcts in these
regions purposefully minimizes Latino voting stggh and Latino voters' ability to participate
on an equal basis in electiottsthe State Hous®pth in the specific arpopulated districts
and statewide. Within a tdtg@or “top to bottom”) deviatiomf 9.98%, Defendants deliberately
favored Anglo voters over Latino voters and thwdrthe creation of House districts in which
Latino voters have an equal opparity to elect theicandidate of choice—even as the rate of
Anglo population growth in West Texas lagshind that of Latino population growth. The
population deviations betweeHouse districts in this ggon are not supported by any
legitimate, consistentlgpplied state policy and are taintgddiscrimination; thus, they cannot
withstand constitutional scrutiny. The systematic under- and over-population of districts in
this regions based on race violates the onmsgpe one vote principle of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the United States Constitution.

COUNT 3
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act

464. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all precegiparagraphs as if fully set forth herein.

465. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 196& U.S.C. § 10301, applies nationwide and
prohibits voting practices and procedures thatiltan the denial or abridgement of the right
of any citizen to vote on account of race, ca@omembership in a language minority group.

Section 2 is a permanent provisiortloé federal Voting Rights Act.
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466. Texas House Plan H2316, Senate Plan S2168gressional PlaG2193 and SBOE Plan
E2106 result in a denial or abridgment o€ thght to vote of ndividual plaintiffs and
organizational plaintiffs’ members on accountlodir race, color or ethnicity by having the
intent and effect of canceling out or minimizitigeir voting strength as Latinos in Texas.
Texas House Plan H2316, Senate Plan S2C68gressional Plan C2193 and SBOE Plan
E2106 do not afford individual plaintiffs armmrganizational plaintis’ members an equal
opportunity to participate in the political preaseand to elect representatives of their choice,
and deny individual plaintiffand organizational plaintiffsmembers the right to vote in
elections without distinction ofce, color or previous condition &érvitude in violation of 52
U.S.C. § 10301.

467. In Plan H2316, Defendants discriminated adgalreginos in effectand purposefully by
failing to create new Latino citizeroting age majority distristin Northwest Harris County,
Southeast Harris County and Central Texasd Defendants discriminated purposefully
against Latinos by weakening Latino votisgength in HD37 and HD118 and by creating
malapportioned House districts in West Texds. Plan S2168, Defendants discriminated
against Latinos in effect amulrposefully by failing to createew Latino citizen voting age
majority districts in Dallas-Ft. Worth ana&h/Central Texas, and Defendants discriminated
purposefully against Latinos by weakening hativoting strength in SD27. In Plan E2106,
Defendants discriminated against Latinos in effect and purposefully by failing to create a new
Latino citizen voting age majority distriegh Harris County. InPlan C2193, Defendants
discriminated purposefully and in effect awgi Latinos by failing to create Latino citizen
voting age majority districts iRlarris County, Dallas-Ft. Woridind South/Central Texas, and

by weakening Latino voting strength in CD15.
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VII. REQUEST FOR THREE-JUDGE COURT

468. Plaintiffs request a three-judgeaircourt pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2284.

VIIl. ATTORNEY'S FEES

469. In accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and 52 ©.8.10310(e), Plaintiffs are entitled to
recover reasonable attorneyées, expenses and costs.
IX. PRAYER
470. WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED ahttiffs pray that this Court:

(a) assume jurisdiction of this action and requetitree-judge panel pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 2284,

(b) issue a declaratory judgmeimding that the Texas House Plan H2316, Senate Plan
S2168, Congressional Plan C2193 a®BOE Plan E2106 illegally and
unconstitutionally dilute the voting strengthlattino voters in Texas and are unlawful,
null and void,

(c) issue a declaratory judent finding that the Des House Plan H2316 is
unconstitutionally malapportioned;

(d) permanently enjoin Defendants from aadjj holding, supervising or certifying any
elections under TesaHouse Plan H2316, Senatea?|S2168, Congressional Plan
C2193 and SBOE Plan E2106. Plaintiffs haeeadequate remedy at law other than
the judicial relief sought hliein, and unless the Defendarare enjoined from using
Texas House Plan H2316, Senate Plah68, Congressional Plan C2193 and SBOE
Plan E2106, individual plaiiits and organizational gintiffs’ members will be
irreparably harmed by the continued viala of their statutory and constitutional

rights;
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(e) pursuant to 52 U.S.C. 8§ 10302(c), issue aeprequiring Texas toreclear its election
changes during the ten-year period faliog the issuance of such order;

() set a reasonable deadline for state authsribeenact or adoptdestricting plans for
Texas House, Senate, Congress and SB@tdih not dilute, cancel out or minimize
the voting strength of Latino voters;

(g) if state authorities fail to enact or adoplidaedistricting plans by the Court’s deadline,
order new redistricting plans for Texas HeuSenate, Congress and SBOE that do not
dilute, cancel out or minimize thwting strength of Latino voters;

(h) adjudge all costs against Defendamntsluding reasonablattorney’s fees;

(i) retain jurisdiction to rendeany and all further ordetbkat this Court may; and

() grant any and all further relief to which Riaifs may show themselves to be entitled.

DATED: March 20, 2025 Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL FUND

/s/ Nina Perales

Nina Perales

Texas Bar No. 24005046
Fatima Menendez

Texas Bar No. 24090260
Kenneth Parreno
Massachusetts Bar No. 705747
110 Broadway, Suite 300
San Antonio, TX 78205
(210) 224-5476

FAX (210) 224-5382

Certificate of Service

The undersigned counsel hereby certifies shathas electronically lodged a true and
correct copy of the above and foregoingatordance with the Electronic Case Files
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System of the Western District ®&xas on the 20th day of March 2025.

/s/Nina Perales
Nina Perales
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